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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Discussion and Vote on Fire Protection
Program

Room 1130

1717 H Street Northwest

Washington, D.C.

Thursday, October 16,

The Commissioners met at 2:10 p.m., pursuant to

PRESENT:

JOHN AHEARNE, Chairman.

COMMISSIONER VICTOR GILINSKY.
COMMISSIONER JOSEPH HENDRIE.
COMMISSIONER PETER BRADFORD.

ATTENDING FROM THE NRC STAFF:

Edson Case
Darrel Eisenhut
Richard vollmer
Roy Voegler
Howard Shapar
Myer Bender, ACRS
Joseph Scinto
Robert Ferguson
William Dircks
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Thomas Wambach
Gregory Harrison
ALSO PRESENT:

Leonard Bickwit,
Office of the General Counsel.

Samuel Chilk,
Sacretary of the Commission.
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CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: We plunge ahead into the fire

protection rule and associated issues. In attempting to prepare

| myself for this afternoon's meeting, I found that I had probably

not been able to keep abreast of the number of changes to changes
to changes that have been flowing through. So I think that I am

reasonably abreast, but when it start getting down to where there

are Telefax copies of handwritten notes, it begins to be doubtful.

So, in the absence of a television screen, we have
the update of the document -- in the absence of that, I am not
sure which of you gentlemen will speak to what it is that we
really have with us. But, Bill, since you are sitting up £front,
you have to take responsibility. What are you presenting to us?

MR. DIRCKS: We are just trying to catch up ourselves
with the last minute instructions. I think Dick has the =--

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: You mean the gentleman -~

MR. DIRCKS: The guy trying to leave, the guy on his
way out.

. MR. CASE: we'yill b:iefly describe the ruie as we

have proﬁosed it. |

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Now when you say "we have éroposed
it,” most of these papers I have received recently come from you.

MR. CASE: Without those changes.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That is not the way =--

"MR. CASE: Well -- those changes were in response to some
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understandings that I had that there might be some changes down
here. That being the case, then I would also make some changes.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I see.

MR. VOLLMER: Why don't I try this: go over briefly
what we have and what you have in front of you, dated September
30th, and then try to bring you up to date on other possible
changes.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Now that's 438-A?

MR. VOLLMER: That's right.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: As modified by --

MR. VOLLMER: There was a modification ==

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: -~ the October 14th?

MR. VOLLMER: That's right, as modified by that.

cﬁAIRMAN AHEARNE: All right.

MR. VOLLMER: 1If we could have tﬁe first viewgréph,
please.

(Slide.)

Briefly, of course, the key provisions are, first of
ai;, that the intended rule would be applicable to plants having
an operating liéense prior to Jénuary 1st, 1979, and that plants
not falling into that pafticular category would be reviewed under
the branch technical position 9-5.1. |

CHAIRMAN AHEMAPNE: Since tﬁis issue has been around
for a long time, I'd like to make éure I understand what we are

doing, for plants without operating licenses after 1/1/79?

ALDERGON REPARTINM MmAMBDANMY 101~
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MR. VOLLMER: For operating licenses for plants after
1/1/79.

MR. CASE: The rule is not applicable.

MR. VOLLMER: And the branch technical position, or
Appendix A thereto, would be applicable. Now it's Aprendix R,
thé proposed rule, that has a number of very specific items,
the origin of which are -- they represented items that involved
items that needed resolution between the Staff and Applicants
with operating reactors -- or Licensees with operating reactors,
and there was a choice of going to orders on these specific
items or rule and, as you know, the rule was the option chosen.

Now the point I wanted to make was that we generally

feel that the Appendix A to the branch technical position for
operating reactors contains the fire protection program which,
if implemented, gives us an adequate level of safety in the fire
protéction area, and therefore plants that have been reviewed by
that, we féel, need not necessarily go back and re-look at
Appendix R specific items. We'll get into that in a minute.
That's why I'm trying to presé out between éhe --

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: This would be a simple
grandfathering issue?

MR. VOLLMER: Yes, thch-l'll get into in just a
second. But I just wanted to set the stage that the rule is
applicable to those plants with operating licenzes hefore 1/1/79

And, therefore, the rule itself, as currently

Al MEDC/A DED/AMTIAI, A/ orm oo tve 1o =~
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constructed, would not be applicable to plants thereafter, but
also would not apply to 67 operating plants if the grandfathering
provision that is in the rule currently is accepted, and the
Staff had intended the rule --

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Let's see, now. 1It's not going to

1 apply to 67 operating plants, and it's not going to apply to

plants with operating licenses after 1/1/79?
MR. VOLLMER: I'm sorry, would not apply to 67 bperating
plants in some very specific areas. The Staff had originally
intended the rule, as I said, to apply to specific items that
were not able to be resolved by the normal Staff means through
application of the branch technical position and the Appendix.
Therafore, these set of requiremenﬁs were drawn up
and the Staff, in looking at it, believes that, as I said
befqre, the level o: prqtection or the level of safety would be
adequate if Appendix A to the branch technical position had been
fully implemented for all the operating reactors. |
CHAIRMAN AHfARNE: Now for reactors after 1/1/79, it is
Appendix A and-ﬁhg branch technical position has been used as
the criteria? |
MR. VOLLMER: For the operating.reﬁctors, that would be
right. For the near-term OLs and the ones in between. |
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What was the reason for
cutting it off at 1/1/79?

MR. VOLLMER: Historically I cannot answer that.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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MR. FERGUSON: I didn't hear your Question, Dick.

MR. VOLLMER: The question was, why the cut-off date
of 1/1/79?

MR. CASE: Why 1/1/79 in particular? Why not
1/2/797?

MR. SCINTO: I have a recollection of thﬁt.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: There aren't any plants
after 1/1/79, except the ones we have dealt with in the last six
months, and it was convenient, it had a certain majesty to it.
The first of the year. It could have been later.

MR. FERGUSON: I am Bob Ferguson from NEC.

" At the time the rule was begun and we were picking a
date, there was a different organization, Division of Operating
Reactors, was looking at basically the operating reactors. The
Division of Systems Safety was looking at those plants under OLs.
iWhere we had the problems with the operating pl;nts, with the
OLs, it was a matte£ bf a license was required, and iniéeneral
they were meeting Appendix A, at the.time the rule was proposed,

January lst was the dividing line which divided all the operating

plants from those that were under review for operating licenses.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: So at the time it was proposed,
then, January lst was the dividihg line between saying that
any plant that had already received its operating license -~

MR. FERGUSON: Right.

Al PIFRNGCAAN DEDADTIMS AAs /s st o~
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Versus one that was to receive
it after.

Your ability to twist arms is greater where‘the
license had not been received?

MR. VOLLMER: That's right. We have had not problems
in -- I mean we have been successful in getting the fire
protection provisions implemented to our satisfaction in those
areas where the licenses are in the balance.

'CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Did Sequoyah meet'thgt?

MR. VOLLMER: They met the branch technical position.
and Appendix A

Now, as far as the acceptance of the branch technical
position, and essentially the grandfathering proposed by the
rule on those items that already have been accepted by the Staff
review, and were not in contention between the Staff and the
Applicant, those were the items put at issue here, and the gquestion
is whether or not we should proceed in that vein to allow licensees
to implement those thlngs that had been approved by the Staff,
or whether we should go back and reguire backfitting of the
items in Appendix R, even though that area had been covered by a
previcus Staff review.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me tell vou why I was
asking about the date. 1In some respects the rule goes beyond
Appendix A. I find it odd that one would havg a requirement

that goes beyond Appendix A'for a certain class of plants, and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INF—
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then say those before don't have to meet it, and those after
don't have to meet it.

MR. VOLLMER: Okay. If you will allow me to gd on for
just about two more minutes, I'd like to address that, because
there is another point in the fact that the Staff reviews
under Appendix A, the branch technical position, were done by a
number of fire protection groups. And they were done with a
Staff review that may have included a certain amount of auditing
rather than very specific attention to detail, and so therefore
there may be some areas where the authorized fire protection

program is not entirely consistent even with the branch technical
position, or not entirely consistent with Appendix R.
But the point.is that the review consisted of an
overall fire protection program review under the general B
guidance of the branch technical position appendix, much the
same'as you review a plant under the Standard Review Plan.
What we propose, as part of'the -~ part of being

able to assure that in the reasonably near future that whether

the next slide will indicate --

(Slide.) ' '

-- that we intend to have a fire protection program
which will address by review -- and when I say a three-year
program, what I am indicating is that the entire spectrum of

operating plants will be looked at every'three years, and that

PO N Y e L e L e i R
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look would consist of reviewing what the current requirements
are and taking a look at the specific SRP and writeups that
had been committed to by the utility, going to the site, conducting
an audit in the plant, walk-through on procedural areas, fire
brigade, recordkeeping, equipment testing, and so on. And then
come back and take a look at how the plant really measured up
in terms of an integrated fire protection program, and recommenda-
tions, and take action where appropriate.

We feel that on balance this would accomplish as
much as trying to backfit very specific provisions which would
require the Staff to go back and re-review plants that in some
cases had implemented fire protection programs, or at least had
committed to certain fire protection programs.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask again, unless vou are
going to cover this in a minute, why weren't the newer plants
required to satisfy the requiremeﬁts of the rule as opposed to
the branch technical position?

MR. VdLLMER: We feel that the newer plants, particularly
with the separatiop requirements that we have in them, or the
branch technical position itself, 9-5.1, meet the fire protection

program with the general safety reguirements that are currently

in the rule.
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Let me ask the guestion a different
way:

Does Appendix R go beyond Appendix A?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMDANY thi~
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MR. VOLLMER: In some very specific requirementsﬁ

CHAiRMAN AHEAR&E: If it does go beyond that, if we
put in place the rule, we wiil be requiring in those specific
areas that the plants prior to January '79 have those provisions
in them; is that correct?

MR. CASE: Some of them; not all of them.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Unless they have already come
to agreement.

MR. VOLLMER: Yes, that's right.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But then we would be back in the
situation that Vic was asking about, in requiring for some
plants prior to January '79 some features that go beyond what
we would be reqﬁiring of plants that we are just now licensing.
How do you defend that?

MR. VOLLMER: Well, I think the way you defend it --
I'm not trying to defend it. Let me.say the way you could --

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I'm saying how do vou defend it?

MR. VOLLMER: I think the point is, what is achieved
by the fire protection program itseLf? I mean it is a rather
comprehensive set of requirements which deals with a lot of
different requirements in terms of detection, protection, and
sepAration of systems, and so forth, and it's a feeling by the
staff that Appendix R itself does not constitute a fire protéction
program, but the branch technical position does in itself

constitute a fire protection program, and that would not be

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC
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significantly enhanced by requiring the specific provisions of
appendix R.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Ve are not trying to strike a
responsive chord in Dr. Bender, but are you saying in essence
that it would be overly prescriptive had we put in those specific
requirements for plants in the future, that you wculd prefer to
looﬁ at as an integrated whole; but whereas in the past you feel
that this is necessary to do so? And if that's true, it seems
that there still is this thread that links back to the approach
that we did reject, which was giving specific orders for specific
things that you really want specific plants to do it if they
havern't done it; this is the approach to do it.

MR. VOﬁLMER: The branch technical position allows a
more judicious assessment bf the program as a whole, and its
interrelated workings, rather than taking a specific provision.
So I guess I would say, unless somebody else would care to
comment, that the prescriptive nature would be an aigument against
it, yes.

MR. CASE: Well, let me just say something. I don't
like the word "prescriptive," but I'll use it. 1In é rule, by
its very nature, covering all plants and all circumstances, it
must‘be more conservative than you would do in any individual
case, except in'the most extrgme case. A rule that covers a
multitude of things cannot be tailored to each one of thosé

things. So it must envelop the expected worst, and therefore, in

ALDEpgnN nppﬁb'l’"\lf‘_ PFRINAVATD A NINZ v~
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" some, it is more conservative than is necessary.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Will you not, then, end up with

the phenomenon -~ let's take five years in the future.-- and

‘assuming essentially a nonchange of a lot of other features, but

five years from now you will have some plants meeting a more
conservative set of characteristics?

MR. CASE: In some resp ~2ts, ves.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: This may sound like a broken
record, but if we've gotten smarter during the course of
developing this rule, and decided some of the things we wanted
before weren't quite the right things to require, and have
changed our mind, why aren't we applying that to the newer
plants?

MR. CASE: Because we don't know there are any such

animals. The paper says there are three things on this list

we are considering backfitting that we're going to study further

to see if they fit that category:; i.e., they are the result of
experience ;n geﬁting smarter and are worth the time and effort
to backfit.
We grant there are possibly three in this category,
the two-hour versus the eight-hour battery, the -~
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But you're talking.about
b?ckfitting. I'n talking about forward-£fitting.

MR. CASE: If you then concluded you weren't going to

backfit because it was that much better or improved, I think it --

v
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MR. VOLLMER: Vic Benaroya, Chief..of the Chemical
Engineering Branch.

MR. BENAROYA: Actually, as we learn more, we are
applying more than Appendix A, like in the coating of one of the
items, when we found out from the tests that coatings cou’.d not
bg supported as values, we did not accept coatings as‘values.

We changed the requirement, so that somewhere along the line,
we improved that.

There are some plants that would accept it as coating
barriers, but most of the time we found out they were not
applicable and we changéd it.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: EQen under the branch technical
position?

MR. BENAROYA: Yes, sir. We hope to revise Appendix A
by March, as one of the SRPs has to be changed. But these things

have been implemented, ves.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: So, in effect -- ané that would
be the case under the rule, too?

MR. BENARQYA: As we learned, yes. We are implementing
in the new plants.

COMMiSSION;R.GILINSKY: So are you saying, in effect,
the new plahts, whether théy are subject to this rule or not,
would in fact be treated as if they were?

MR. BENAROYA: Yes. The main reason why we don't want

this applicable to future plants is exactly what Mr. Bender is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY 1nirm
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saying: We want to have the opportunity to look at the whole g

plant and apply it as is necessary.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You want the flexibility?
MR.lBENAROYA: That's right. In this case, in Appendix
R, we are applying it to specific plants because they already
have been reviewed, and . we found that those other items that
are necessary to implement, to get the level that we need, they
have been reviewed. We have gone to the site, we have looked
at them, and fhat'snwhat we think is needed to bring them up
to par. That's Appendi# R. For new plants, we want to look at
the whole picture again, and that's why we don't want to prescribe
at this moment.
MR. CASE: I understand that to be the Staff situation.
I must say I am not sure I completely agree with it.
| COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I am not sure I can fully

understand it.

MR. CASE: "My problem with that is the flexible
approach, I'm afraid, leaves too much to the taste of the
individual reviewer;‘and I would rather have a more uniform standan

at a level that I was more confident of its consistency, than

to give the freedom to the individual reviewer that the branch
technical position does.
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Of course, that position you just

espoused would lead you to making R applicabie?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY Inrm
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MR. CASE: VYes, it wou;d.

MR. BICKWIT: What happened to your earlier argument?

MR. CASE: You do a cost-benefit, yes, it is more
conservative, but it is more consistent and better suited for
the purpose.

COMMISSIONER GIﬁINSKY: You are saying you understand
it is the Staff position, but. It reminds me of a story about
President Kennedy saying he agreed with someone, but he didn't
know if the government would.

{Laughter.)

MR. CASE: Perhaps there is a judicious point between
the two. Perhaps there is too much flexibility in Appendix A.
You could take some out, which would satisfy me; and leave enough
to satisfy Vic.

MR. BICKWIT: To meet youf earlier argument, you could
provide for exemptions.

MR. CASE: Yes.

MR. SHAPAR: Well, every rule itself provides for
exemptions once the rule is Qritten.

MR. BICKWIT: That's my point.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: It does seem to me that we
ought to be applying'to the newer plants the requirements that
we now think are the_right 6nes.

MR. CASE: What Vic is saying, there is enough

flexibility to do that. You could meet it with this, you could

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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MR. VOLLMER: As I said, the Appendix R in itself is
not a totai program.

MR. BENAROYA: 1I'm sorry if that was misunderstood.
What I'm saying is when we learn something new, like the
coatings and tests, we bring it to the attention of our director
and say, "Look, we are going to change our evaluation because
of that,” and we get the approval and then we go and do that,
as part of the néw process. It's the new requirement. 1It's
not done unilaterally, arbitrarily. 1It's done through the
svstem, and we have approval.

I think that Eisenhut was a party to those decisions.

(Laughter.)

In other words, it is done structurally.

MR. VOLLMER: Again, if we toss the reguirements of
Appendix R into our forward-looking review process, it probably
wouldn't have substantial ;mpact.

CHAIRMAN AHﬁARNE: Would or would not?

MR. VOLLMER: I don't think it would have a substantial
impact. 1Is that right, Vie, if we put Appendix R.into our
forward-looking review, we would not have a substantial impact?

MR. BENAROYA: It shouldn't, but it will reguire a

"
{lot of manpower to review to make sure that we are meeting every-

thing.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Wait a minute. I thought I heard

ALINEREKDh'RETW)RTWNG;C(ﬂJbAhMIv\u-
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you say that in effect you were applying Appendix R to the
newer plants. |

MR. BENAROYA: To the newest plants, yes.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And isn't that what you were
talking about?

MR. VOLLMER: That's what I thought I just said,
ves, that it wouldn't have much of an_impact.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: We are talking about the
newer plants. |

MR. VOLLMER: Forward-£fitting, Vic.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: The OLs being granted now.

MR. BENAROYA: We should know. That's correct.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I understand that you are,
in fact, applying =--

MR. BENAROYA: That's what I think would be minimal.
I'm sorry.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You are, in effect, applying
the requirements of Aépendix R, even though the rule does not
strictly apply to those plants but you are doing it in the
context of the branch technical position which gives you enough'
flexibility <o aﬁply these new'requirements? |

MR. BENAROYA: Yes, correct.

CAAIRMAN AHEARNE: Joe?

COﬁMISSIONER HENDRIE: Watch out how you phrase

that. Let me suggest that the correct way to phrase it is the
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following:

In your application and your reviews of the branch
technical position on fire protection, the plants currently
coming through the line, you take into account the knowledge

that is reflected in particular ways in Appendix R, by requiring

I a metal plate 2 feet x 3 three, okay? But you take it into

account under the branch technical position in your current
reviews in the confext of evaluation of an overall plant fire
protection program, as the branch technical position attempts
to spell out, and it isn't that every place or corner or turn
you put in a blue plate 2 x 3 feet, willy-nilly, whether it makes
no sense, which is the prescription kind of thing of Appendix R;
but rather you look to see what the combustibles and what are
the sources, and what do the fires do, and do what is sensible
under the general prescriptions of the branch technical position.

Okay. Wouldn't you agree that's a better -~ because
I am afraid what they are getting you to say here is that Appendix
R is precisely what you are dbing on new plants, and I'll bet
you a cookie it isn't.

MR..BENARO&A:_ No, that's why we say that we don't
Qant Appendix R for ne& piants,‘becausé we have to look at the
whole pictﬁfe. .

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask you whether you
agree with Joe's cﬁaracterization of Appendix R.

MR. CASE: I don't.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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] COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I don't think you want to be
2 1 pinned to those specific things in Appendix R as fixed reéuirements
3 | in every fire protection program in every plant henceforth. You
4 §| are going to find places where what you are doing then is to

5 | hang your fire protection program on some very awkward and

6 'uncomfortgble fixed points, and you are going to wish you hadn't
7 || done it.

8 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, I guess if Appendix R
9 ¢ is as bad as you say, we oughtn't to héve any part of it.

10 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I don't know that as bad as

11 | I say is quite riqht. Appendix R is there because thé Sﬁaff has
12 | done a.batch of fire reviews, okay, and in various plants they

13 | come dowﬁ and resolve and come to agreement of things to be done,
14 | for things for the upgrade, except for items A and B in this

15 | plant, and C, D, and F in tha£ plant, and A in another one, and
16 { D in another one. And the Staff has gotten to the point where

17 | they have said, in effect, "By god, we are right up to here, to
18 { our lower lips. We've had it. We are going to put these

19 | specific items in a rule and call it Appendix R, and all yéu guys

00 TTH STREET, 8W. , REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-245

20 | are just going to do it our way, and we will stop arguing about

21 § it."

R

Having been throuch a lot of these routines, I feel,
23 § you know, at least some sympathy for the regulétory thrust there.
24 } But that doesn't leave you with Appendix R as a very well shaped

25 | forward-looking guidance to effective fire protection programs,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMBANY i
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i you see, because it is aimed at putting the thumbs on a whole

series of insects out of the past.

(Laughter.)

And that's why the main thrust here is to argue that
for future plants, look at the branch technical position, and
then the fire protectidn as an integrated protection plan for a
plant, but to clear up these things in the past, stick Appendix R
on there.

(Slide.)

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Do you know of situations in
which plants now under review would in effect not meet Appeﬁdix R?

MR. EISENHUT: Let me try to back up a little. We
put up a slide here.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Could you give us an example?

MR. EISENHUT: I don't know how far back to go.

As Commissioner Hendrie said, you've got to go back and remember
first there was a branch technical position. 'That branch
technical position was the family of requirements on fire piotec-
tion. |
| comaissxom:n HENDRIE: Has that changed very much
since '74, '752
| MR.'EISENHUTQl I don't think it's changed at all.
(Lauéhter.)
That set of requiremerts ~- the branch technical

position family of requirements, there was a cut-off date and I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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don't remember exactly when it was. It was plantsg that were
being reviewed at some point in time in '76 that had to meet
branch technical positions.

Now, recognizing that if you applied the branch
technical position to operating plants, some of the things were
just impractical because the plants were already built. So we
generated the second dbcument which was branch technical position
Appendix A. Those are two separate documents, and tﬁat's important
here, becausé then when ;e were going through the reviews on
Appendix A plants, all the operating plants, we found that
generally there was anywhere from 34 to50 items on fire protection
to be reviewed on the plants. We got down to a lot of plants
where we had hold-outs, where we had a lot of Staff debate on
one cr two issues. So we discussed the approach discussed
earlier, whether to go with Appendix R or orders o what.

We went with Appendix R, which had the items baéically
there listed across the top, and this is just one page of severél
page listing which you have as a hand-out, which lists the items
that are hanging loose on plants.

You find that some of the items in the proposed
Appendix R really now today will only have an impact on one plant,
as the Appendix R is proposed.

If you go down some of the columns, you can go back
and forth, and you find it as a matrix. It strictly was

conceived as a requirement to get off the dime and stop the Stafe€

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC



J00 TTH STREET, 8W., REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, 1.C. 20024 (2072) §54.2345

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

& B

24

23

debate back and forth on these issues and put a reguirement in
place.

The general thrust was the requirements being put
in place on operating plants should be consistent with the
séfety developed from using the BTP in the first place on new
plants, as opposed to the BTP Apéendix A.

So this was to go around and get those little
flyspecks that kept pdpping up item by item on the plants, get
them resolved once and for all.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Why do you say opposed to
Appendix A?

MR.'EISENHUT: Because they are two documents.
Appendix R deals only with £he operating plants. So now you
have on operating p;ants --if you have a plant that has, for
example, 50 fire protection issues, you may be resolving 48 of
them by using Appendix A, ;nd :he last two by usinc¢ Appendix R.
And, in fact, that is exactly the real life situation you have.
It's a breakdown, if you go down the plants, which you'll also
see on one of the tabléé that we passed out. .

Sb the fgmily of using Appendix A on a large number

of the items which wéré done and basically have been resolved

fbr a cbuple of years, and using Appendix R for these selected
| open items as a famiiy is supposed to be that safety level you

get, about the same as applying the branch technical position to a

new plant.

.
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Now the braﬁch technical position, as opposed to
branch technical position Appendix A, which are two separate
documents.

MR. BENAROYA: Equivalentwise, it's the same. 1It's
egquivalent.

MR. EISENHUT: 1It's equivalent.

COMMISSIONER GILINKSY: Can you structure Appendix A
with more or less the same thing in mind?

MR. EISENHUT: It had more flexibility in it for
recognizing the fact that operating plants could not meet a lot
of the things inlthe branch technical position. So you came up
with perhaps an alternate way of trying things.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Brt it was the fact that
Appendix A wasn't being satisfied that drove you to this?.

MR. EISENHUT: It was a way expedient to resolving

the issue.

MR. CASE: 1t was either Appendix A or branch
technical position.

MR. EISENHUT: You know, Appendix A said propose an
alternative. It's been néw,_let's'éee, five years, and, you know,
if you look at a lot of these plants,,you‘find~--

VOICE: Wé'hﬁdn't artiéulated clearly the requirements
in all these areas.

MR. EISENHUT: We hadn't articulated them, and we had

no real force behind the branch technical position, and I venture

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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to say if you look at some of these plants that have-- Big Rock
Point has one issue hanging loose, and Arkansas has two issues
hanging loose. Gee, they have resolved 35 issues three years
ago, but we can't reach closure on these last two items. But
there was not an intént now to take these 15 items from Appendix
A and just say, "All new plants have to meet those." t would
not be sufficient by itself, because it's only one part of the
overall fire protection program. You really have to say -- take
all of it if you're going to -- in a program you would have to
marry the other 25 items to these 15, .to dp the job.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: In other words, you have got a
bunch of orders and vou drop them all off --

MR. EISENHUT: That is exactly right. And that's
why I said if you go down the line, I think -- for example, the
second or third item, hydron isolation valves, I think only
affects one plant. Only one plant is hanging loose on that issue.
So one could argue that the oniy thing the proposed Appendix R
will have an impact on will bé Maine Yankee from that item.

All of ﬁhe other 60 some operating plants were
reviewed pursuant to Appendix A for branch technical position and
found acceptable.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What was the significance of

{ your saying that Appendix R was really aimed at getting the same

level of safety as the --

MR. EISENHUT: The general philosophy was --
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: In other words, you have
decided somewhere along the way that you ought to be doing
better with the operating reactors than vou started out to do?

MR. EISENHUT: No. You see, the Appendix R items
are married together with the document, namely Appendix A,Awhich
is less stringent than the requirements today on & new plant.

MR. CASE: What he's asking, what is the difference;
and why did you apply Appendix A to the BTP to some plants, and
the BTP to others?

MR. EISENHUT: Because I wanted new plants to be
better than the old plants.

MR. CASE: These new piants are now the operating
plants.

MR. EISENHUT: No, the cut-off here is 1/79, and the
way it was cut -- you know, we didn'ﬁ iséue a lot of OLs in '79.

(Laughter.)

And in 1980 -~ so from a practical étanapoint, it's
not an impact. The thrust was that the branch technical position
should apply to new plants and it is more stringent than the
Appendix A branch technical position.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY:; But here}you.are talking
about a lot of old plants. Originally you started out, nr we
started out with the point of view récognizing that operating
plants were mére difficult to deal with, you are limited in what

you can do and, therefore, accepting a lower standard of fire

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY 1n1~
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I protection, is what it amounts to.

But you are saying that in Appendix R, in gathering
up these unresolved items, you aimed higher than that, and
razally tried to bring those plants -- or at least in those areas.

MR. EISENHUT: In those areas, to help partially
to balance off what you are requiring and what you are approving
for the other large numbers of items in plants.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: It sounds as if a plant
had pretty well complied with Appendix A, it would have left it

at a lower level of fire protection; but if it had a bunch of

! unresolved items, vou are going to crank them up to a -- I'm

just trying to understand.

MR. EISENHUT: I understand.

MR. FERGUSON: I take issue with two things: One,
this is a higher level of protection than Aprendix A; and two,

these things were never articulated beiore Appendix R came

.along. A lot of the words in Appendix R are the same words in

Appendix A, and the reason they went into Appendix R is because

somebody didn't agree with those, and ip order to get them to

agree, you've got two or three choices: Forget about it, issue

an order, or issue a rule. And the rule is the way of enforcing

it.
Now there are two or three areas where this goes
beyond the requirements in Appendix A. The two things

specifically are associated circuits and the seismic design in
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the reactor coolant pump, or the collection system in the reactor
coolant pump.

The associated circuits should be an obvious one that
we thought was already included, when somebody said something is
independent of an area, we would assume the licensee or the system
designer wquld say any circuits associated with that system would.
also be independent of that area. It is a basic safety problem,

it's a basic reguirement, if you're saying something is independen

‘'of something else.

I don't see that's a new requirémen‘. It goes beyond
what it said in Appendix A; but it's basic engineering, and the
seismic design -- excuse me.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: 1Is that particular analysis being
required for new piants?

MR. FERGUSON:' Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: So you would really
characterize —- if I can put words in yocur mouth, Appendix R is
just blugg;ng the gaps in Appendix A, with baéically the same
goals?

MR. FERGUSON: 1In an enforceable document, yes.
Appendix A_ié not enforceable by I&E or by ourselves. With
somebody‘who disagiees with this and doesn't want to do it.

MR. CASB: There ére, to my understanding, three
possible exceptions to that:

One is the associated circuits; one is the s¢ aration

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC
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criteria in Appendix R, if at least not more specific or
stringent than was used in implementing the branch technical
position; and the third is the battery, two-hour bétteries.

MR. FERGUSON: Eight hours is in Appendix A, but
that's a --

MR. CASE: That's a classic case of a reviewer
taking liberty with what the guidelines are.

MR. VOLLMER: The other is the fire-retardant coating
as a barrier which is allowed by Appendix A.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What was this about the
reviewer taking liberties?

MR. FERGUSON: Appendix A requires eight-hour
battiers, the same as Appendix R. In those plants where it was
reviewed and approved with the two or four-hour battery, that
was done at a time, by a reviewer at the time who said, "Well, is
this a firm requirement or what?" And we didn't have a firm
position on it. and subéequent to that, we have cdecided, a0, we
want an.eight—hdur battery.

| MR. VOLLMER: As I indicated 5efore, the reviews
were conducted undef the Appendix A guidaﬁce by a number of
review groups in the -- you couldn't go back and.say that every
epecific item may be met, because there was give;andftake in
certain areas and staff judgment used, and the purpose -- one of
the purposes of the three-year review program was to go back and

make sure that there is indeed an equivalent and uniform level of
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fire protection in all plants, and if this were to be backfitted
in all the items, then it would require the Staff to gear its
resources or turn its attention to going back and looking at
every plant, every plant's compliance with the very speciéic
features of Appendix R, and that would be difficult, because in
some cases, as Bob said, the branch technical position Appendix
A did, for the most part, require the explicit provisions of
Appendix R, but there may have been some give-and-take, some
Staff judgment in its implementation, and so the level of
consistency may meet a review, a Staff review element, but may
not strictly meet the very black-and-white words of Appendix R
as a rule.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, Dick, you are making i%
sound as though the differences might be quite small. 1Isn't i.
true that they might be quite large?

MR. VOLLMER: I think in some cases there could be
some specific reviews which either 5y ﬁhe way the review was.
conducted, or the fact that the review may have been an audit --

(Slide.)

-- where some of.the very specific features of
Appendix R, the branch technical position, may not have been
implemedted, and that would be the purpose of the re-review on a
three-year scheaule to find those. That's true.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But you‘ve got some areas

listed in here where you know that the discrepancies are going to b

T Y ol o Yl N Y T N
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large which have troubled you enough already that you pulled
them out for a re-review. Now that must be in part because you
are nét altogether sure what's ﬁhere in those areas.

MR. VOLLMER: That's true. In some cases, for

example, the associated circuits, there may be a need for a

; better definition of what is needed in the fire-retardant

coatings. We have some ongoing.tests which may better define
the adequacy or nonadequacy of such things.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But you have already taken
the position that you don't need crediﬁ for coatings.

MR. VOLLMER: Appendix A gives credit for coatings,
but Appendix R does not. I think the first page of the
Commission paper points that out, and that's why 1 feel it may
warrant further consideration for ruleméking.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Aren't there some plants
that don't even have coatings?

MR. VOLLMER: I imagine there are some plants that
don't have coatings, but credit could not be given for that as a
protection feature.

MR. EISENHUT: Could I go to the next élide, A-2.

(slide.)

This slide up here will, I think, explain the
situation we have got. Vic, you may want to use it then. On
the plants bging reviewed against Appendix R, we listed here on a

table what this really means, and you will see clearly there are
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f plants that don't have one of these three areas we just talked

about, the three areas in the middle. We just labeled them,
for the sake of anything else, three backfitted items that Mr.
Case just menﬁioned.

These are the plants -- this is right after the
second page you have in your hand-out.

If you look at a plant, for example, you will see
that ~- and this sort of lays the groundwork coming on a little
bit bater. You see the three backfit items, where it's got the
three boxes, associated circuits is an open item. It turns out
that is the open issue, where you see on the right-hand side of
one under Appendix R; the other two, separations and barriers
particularly, on that plant was resolved and concluded under
Appendix A.

| It's fair to say that in a lot. of these plants where
you see an X down under that item, there is a difference between
what we approved on an Appendix A plant and what would be required
by an Append.x R plant. And, in fact, it could be in sowm~ plants
a significant difference. And that's why we highlighted these,
because as Dick =-- to sort of lead into where he's going, I
think -- one of'the itéms that we're going to focus on is, we are
planning to focus on in the briefing ~- was there are three
potential areas between Appendix R where,,on the one hand, you
can make an argument that we ought to just go aheaé and backfit

them across the line. The impact of the tradeoffs are pretty
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1 ¥ straightforward. You can see that if it's an open issue, it's
2 } still open under Appendix R, and will get the Appendix R fix.

If it's got an X, it means it was resolved under the Appendix A

W

4 | item and, in fact, would get the Appéhdix A fix.

5 So there will be a difference.

6 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Okay. I would like to spend s
7 { time on that aspect of the discussion, but I don't want to just

8 | involuntarily twist us away frém the forward fit discussion, if

9 | that still has life to it.

10 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: 1I'm willing to -- because I think
11 { he's got a workino understanding of this issue.

12 COMMISSIONER BﬁADFORD: Okay, Dick, do you want to

13 | spend some time :uw then on the -~

. REPORTERY BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

14 | MR. CASE: These potential backfit issues.
15 COMMISSIONER BRADYORD: Yes,
16 MR. VOLLMER: Okay. The backfit issues are the

17 | fire~retardant coatings, the emergency 1ighting systems, and

18 | the associated circuits.

300 7TH STRELT, 8 W.

19 The retardant-coatinga ;s things like flammastic,
20 §} which have been giyen crédit for in Appendix A reviews. Again,
2] { as an integrated review, Appendix R; in{our best judgment of

22 Y what needs -~ what-the needs of fire protection are would not
23 | give credit for that. |

24 | CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: So your best judgment is --

25 i MR. VOLLMER: Our best judgment today is credit
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should not be given because the data we have would indicate that
it shouldn't be given, and we are going to have tests conducted
which would better serve our judgment in that area. But right now
we just don't have it.

That doesn't mean again =--

MR. CASE: The tests under the research program.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Can I ask about those tests?
Is this a situation that we are less sure now than we were before
about the effectiveness of these coatings? Or is it that we
now believe they are ineffective?

MR. VOLLMER: 1I'd like to ask Vic to answer that.

MR. BENAROYA: Well, first of all,‘we give credit
to coatings only for the first five or six plants. After that,
we changed, and we did not give credit even under Appendix A,
the very first plants.

MR. CASE: The question, Vic, is are we convinced
the coatings are ineffective,.or is it the deéree‘of effectiveness?

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I guess if we stopped giving
credit after the_first_five or six plants, we must havé concluded
they Qere'ineffective;

MR. BENAROYA: No, they have some effect. In
propagation, they are very effective. TheyAdon't let the fire
propagate.

What we mean by barrier is that the fire will not go

from one area to the other, so that there are other.. Some
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fire protection item will come in, like the fire brigade or
soﬁething else, so we need some protection between the two areas,
and coatings do not give that protection. It's not enough, and
it will give 15 or 10 minutes.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What is the cbjective of the
test we are running now?

MR. BENAROYA: Okay. At Browns Ferry, we gave
credit to coatings as a barrier, and we want to make sure
that. the coatings-- that the tests we are going to run on the
coating -~ if the test is going to fail, we know whaﬁ we-are
doing is right.

Now let me also add that TVA has added an open
shutdown systen, anyway, so that even if the test fails, it won't
affect TVA, because they already have a shutdown system for the

failure.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: So that the tests are being -~

I guess I am still not clear. What ié it the tests are going to
do for you?

MR. BENAROYA: Well, we would ask around the worst
case. The worst case is one where we fdund out we didh't have
adequate protection, and we shifted after the first few plants.
That's the worst case. ‘sb.we are going to run the test to make
sure -- to see if really we are right, and that we do not have
adequate protection for those five or six plants for that area.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Now is it possible that as a
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result of these tests, we would start again to give credit for
coatings?

MR. BENAROYA: I doubt it.

MR. CASE: 1It's possible, but he doubts it.

MR. VOLLMER: 1If somebody came up with something.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The likely result would be that
you would take action against thosa five or six?

MR. BENAROYA: If the test fails, as we expect it
might fail, we would go back and change those plants.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: So with a view towards
streﬁgthening the case ==

MR. CASE: I think the action that would be taken

would be to come to the Commission and to ask them to backfit

.that portion of Appendix R to those plants. That's what I had in

mind, was that we were going to study it further.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Tell me why we shouldn't
backfit that portion of Appendix R to those plants now.

MR. CASE: Well, because there.are conflicting paints
of view on the matter, and it isn't entirely clear to me that that
is neceséary, and that the tests are going to be run and -- how
soon -- we'll make a decision bgsed on the tests.

.COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: When you're saying backfit
and you won't give credit, well, not agiving credit isn't in
itself something -~

MR. CASE: You would require all operating plants

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC
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to follow the provisions given in Appendix R, which g;ves no
credit for coating. .fhat requests 20 foot séparation or a 1-R
barrier, plus spreading.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do we know what the impact of
that would be on the six plants? Is it clear that they would
impact, if they do something in addition to what they are doing?

MR. CASE: Yes.

MR. BENAROYA: We know they have to do'something,
nbt exactly what in each plant.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, for example, in
Browns Fefry, you seem to be saying it wouldn't make any
difference.

MR. BENAROYA: No, because they put already an
alternate shutdown system for that area. |

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Does that reduce it to five

plants?

MR. BENAROYA: Please don't pin me down, because it's
five or six or seven.

MR. VOLLMER: -Okay. Now on the second we discussed
emergency lighting system. |

| MR. FERGUSON: That previous discussicn bqthers me a

iittle bit. If Appendix R is applied across the'board, you are
making a big factor on every plant, it's not si» plants, in doing
the operating plants --

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: On that particular item?
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MR. FERGUSON: On that particular item. Every plant
was reviewed by a fire protecéion engineer who went there and
tried to look at it in terms of what Appendix A also regquu.res,
and also used his own judgment of what makes engineering fire
protection sense for that particular area he was looking at, and
whatever was there he felt comfortable with. He did not always
ask for a 1l-R barrier throughout the area, and a sprinkler system
covering the area, as is required now in Appendix R. He did not
rely strictiy on what was in Appendix A, which essentially says
for redundant cables, fire protection coating, and an automatic
systen.

- None of our fire protection engineers from day one
gave credi“ for coatings as barriers. They gave it as fire
retardants, that if it got started, it would slow up the fire, and
it would take a bigger fire to get it started in that particular
area. Where there are crossovers in the operating plants, the
operating plants have put about half an inch of maronite between-
it, extending six or eight feet on each side of the crossover
point.

They have tested them by putting a couple of gallons
of fuel 0il in the lower tray and burning all the cable in it,
and it withstands a 20 or 30.minute fire under those conditions.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORM: All operating plants have
done that?

MR. FERGUSON: I'm saying some operating plants'have

ALDERSON REPORTING COAMDANMY 11arm~
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done that. Most have put the -~ it was Rancho Seco that ran the
tests, and a lot of them have used the.same situation, the test
results, for their own facility.

There are detector-operated fire protection deluge
systems, redundant fire protection systems. Instead of using
barriers. 2all sorts of situations like that, which a fire
protection engineer, looking at it, felt gave adequate protection
of the specific protection required by Appendix A -- or Appendix
R, excuse me.

The big question in backfitting that particular sectior
is whether or not you are backfitting just for the sake of
meeting this particular configuration or protecticn.

There is no gquestion ih_our mind that this particular
configuration is adequate. We have no problem saying =--

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Which -~ you are not saying =--

MR. FERGUSON: There is no problem in saying that
is an adequate level of protection. Y¥You have a bigger problem
going back to an operatinc '»nt where you have just approved
something worse than that,land prepafing a 5109 justification,
but going from what they have just done to what is here makes
a significant difference in the fire protection of the plant.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Are you also saying that
you are satisfied that all of the-operating plants do provide
adequate levels of protection? Obviously not, or we wouldn't

be here at all. You're not saying that all the Appendix A -- all

ALDERSON REPAORTINCG COMDANY 1M~



ar40

300 TTH STREET, S.W., REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON. 1.C. 20024 (202) 553-2345

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

21
22

24
25

40

the Staff reviews done pursuant to Appendix A are now viewed
by the Staff with its current knowledge as haviﬁg provided
adequate assurance, whatever they may have signed off on at the

time?

MR. FERGUSON: Well, the "all" bothers me, because
there are one or two items that there is no question it can be
done. I'm saying where if I had a fire protection engineer look
at a specific situation, I am satisfied that there is an adequate
level of fire protection in there that I feel comfortable with..

It may not be the exact configuration that is in here; it may not

go for -- go for the biggest fire, but whatever the protection is
that we have here will cover, but it is adequate for the situation.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You seem to be saying also
that it isn't -- one has to do more than just compare Appendix R
and Appendix A.
MR. FERGUSON: Absolutely.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Because in some cases, what
is out there is not in fact what one would think would be out
there on the basis of Appendix A.

MR. FERGUSON: Yes, sir, that's true.

MR. VOLLMER: I think one indigated it was a program
feview under the guidan¢e of-Appendix A, just as you would do a
review under a regulatory guide. There are staff judgments made,
and I think as Bob characterized, and I started to lead off with,

it is our view that the overall fire protection program as reviewed

ALDERSON REPORTING COMBPARNY 1nr-



ar4l

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

300 TTH STREET, 8W. , REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

20
21

1)

41

under branch technical position ' in Appendix A does provide an
adecuate level of safety, and that for those plants, the.complete
backfitting of Appendix R would_not be needed.

There were certain specific items we feel need another
look.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Why do they need another look?

MR. VOLLMER: They need another look because they
héve been identified ~-- well, the first one we just talked about
the ccatings. 1It's not clear, as I see it, anyway, it is not
clear that they provide a level of protection it may have been
thoaghﬁ'thoy would afford when those particular plants were
reviewed in the small number of plants, but they may not afford
the protection that was thought of and that was accepted by the
particular fire protection engineer who reviewed that area.

Thé emergency lighting is another example where
2ppendix A has a specific requirement for whatever -- in some
cases, the judgment of the individuals that perhaps the need
for that area in some cases, the area may have been only needed forn
let's say, an hour in the event of an emefgency.situation, and
so therefore said, "why'do you needAan eight-hour period,” where .
you may have made that judément on that basis and accepted less
than an éight-hour battery?

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: What I'm finding hard to
accept here is that when you go to a specific area, such as the

eight-hour lighting, or the separation in barriers, it's turning
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1 | out that you do have specific cases and presumably specific
2 { plants in which at least you have strong reason to doubt that
3 | the Appendix A regimen and the ways in which it was checked out
4 | by individual inspectors, do provide you Qith a level that you are

5 | comfortable with.

6 What I can't grasp is how it is if those three areas

7 | are troublesome, we can be confident that the rest of the Appendix
8 | R can be assumed to be perfectly all right.

9 MR. CASE: Because there hasn't been that much change
10 | in thinking in those other areas, or they are essentially identical
11 | The requirements between A and R.

12 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: If they were identical, there
13 | would be no problem backfitting.

14 MR.'BENDER: I had hoped to make some orderly

15 } presentation ==

300 7Til STREET, SW., REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

16 (Laughier.)

17 ~-- but it looks to me 1ike'--_

18 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: You should have --

19 MR. BENDER: Well, maybé I should have. I assumed

20 § this was just like an ACRS meeting, and consequently I shouldn't

2) | expect any different rule to apply, so I might as well put my two

22 { cents in when I can.
23 | CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes.
24 MR. BENDER: First, I want to go back for a minute

25‘ and talk about the total circumstance that we are in. We see..
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to be thinking that here we are putting out another appendix and
it's going to sharpen up the safety and fire protection capability
of these plants.

In fact, all Appendix R is going to dc is require
some things that were in the branch technical position, but have
never been fully implemented. Some of them are Appendix A and
some are in the original requirement, and evidently in introducing
the rule, the main interest is in saying, well, damn it, we
really mean it when we say we want something.

Well, if you have time to look at the review the
EEI made of a number of plants td see what the issues are, I
think you would have to agree that where the plants have not
complied, it's because the specific circumstances are such that
it's more difficult for those particﬁlar plants to comply with
one particular requirement in their case than all the other
plants. And consequently there is some resistance that has
been»deQeloped.

Now it's obviously mostly money. In looking at the

circumstance and reviewing the reguirements, all the plants

indicated they could comply if you were insistent upon them

spending the money.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Théy could comply if we really

meant it.

MR. BENDER: 1If you meant it enough to think it was

worth the money spent --
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CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: .If we really meant it and though£
it enough to put it in an order or a rule.

MR. BENDER: That's right. 1In an crder. An order
would make them do it. You don't have to have a rule.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But either one would make them do

| it.

MR. BENDER: But I think the people that I have
talked to -~ I'm not necessarily a proponent of their viewpoint --
but what they are as concerned about as anything else is the
questidn of whether you cut off all debate, do they have a chance
to have their case made, and is it being made in ﬁhe right place.
Because fire protection engineers are like all other engineers,
they sometimes become very arbitrary and their basis is not always
founded on either good engineering or good judgment.

I'll cite at the moment the gquestion of how good these
flammastic materials are. -Obviously they are not good enough
to fit an arbitrary fire of a certain size, because they are not
heat;resistant barriers énd they are not good insulation. Their
purpose is realiy to océupy the oxidétion sites with the
anticipation that if the fire does not get to a certain level, it

will quench itself. And I think it's been shown that in many

applications, including the TVA test, that those quenchants

that exist in the flammastic materials are pretty effective in
keeping the fire from spreading.

Now if you get a big fire, it's not clear that we can
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fight it. My own view ~- and I have made this point a number

of times to the Staff and in other places =-- is the only safe
thing to do is to argue that fires must burn to extinction.
That's really the only way in which you can show that you have a
good safe plant and be able to show that certain things will
survive that circumstance.

That's what new plants ought to be recquired to do.
But there are not any new designs on paper that we can look at
‘to determine Qhether that's the case.

The existing plants generally follow the practices
that are 20-odd years old, even if some of them are still under
construction, and they have gone so far that yoﬁ can't back up and
do all the things you would like to do.

We don't even know today that we have protected
ourselves against all the cross connections that might arise.

We have searched for all of them, but we haven't found all of
them, for certain. And consequently the anticipation is that
these fire protection features ﬁhat have been put in are intended
ptimarily to reduce the risk that the fire will occur in a place
where it can cause trouble. It's pot 100 percent certain, and
what we are arguing about is.whether we have got 95, 97 percent,
99.percent, or'éomething less.

My own belief is that we've probably got 95 percent of
what we are going to get in the existing plants, with a few.

exceptions,
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The rule that's being put forth here is only intended
to draw attention to the placés where plants are arguing. One
plant that can't comply with the separation of the two fire mains,
happens to have the fire mains in the same trench, they've got to
dig up and put in another trench somewhere else and move one of
the fire mains, and they have in that case aﬁalyzed the fire
mains and shown that they are physically able to support them-
selves, and if the trench were undermined in some way, they could
physically stand up. |

Whether they could survive an earthquake or not, I
don't know, but separating them won't necessarily cure that
problem, either. |

Now I'm only using these points as illustrations of
the fact that évery instance is going to have to be looked at
individually, and more than likely it's going to be a matter of
judgment about what we force the plants to do.

I would strongly urge the Commission to withdraw its
intent of developing a rule, because a rule obviously has all kindg
of interpretations in ghis room, and it's éoing to be worse
when it gets out in the field, and consequéntly you're not going
to be much better off thah you were, and inéist that the.Staff
deal with its case-by-case circumstances in a prompt way.

In my View, if we just had some decent rules for

fire control back in the days of Browns Ferry, we wouldn't have

had any of this debate, because just telling people to watch for
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fires and to pre#ent them would have prevented that fire from

occurring.
Somehow or another, I get the feeling that here we are
six years later arguing about some things that could have been

implemented the first year, because we wanted to worry about many

details.

I think I'd like to stop there and just say I could
give you a more ordered presentation, but I think the case has

been made here just by the confusion that exists.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: How do you deal with the point

that was raised before that in some of these points, the items,
there just weren't any responses from the licensees, and that it
was in part to deal with that, that the Staff went for a rule?
How does that differ? 1Is it just mare tailored to the individual
case?

MR. BENDER: It would have required them to sit down
with'the.guys, as they're going to have to do, anyhow, and say,
"Here's our requirement. How are you going to respond to it?"

‘And if the guy says, "Look, I don't want to dig
another trench,"” and you say, "I don't.care, you've got to go
uﬁder'tﬁe lake and dig a trench, and»if you have to shut down
for six months while you do that, that's the requiremenﬁ,” and

that may be necessary.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What's the distinction between

the order and the rule here?
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MR. BENDER: Well, only that the rule, because of the
way in which it is formulated, does not allow the licensee to
come in and say, "Well, look, I've got an alternative proposal
for this. How about letting me try it?"

When you set the rule, you always end up by going
through a legal process.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Why hasn't the licensee done
that: years ago?

MR. BENDER: I'm not sure that he hasn't. -I think
my impression is that the Staff has not itself established clearly
enough what it wanted, énd the licensee has tended in many cases
to say, look -- that's a guy down here at a very low level who is
making the point. I don't know whether that's representative of
the *+otal regulatory position. Remember what you heard, that
fire protection engineers went into the plants and looked and made
judgments and said, "This is good enough," and they approved some
plants, and théy were individuals, many of them were experienced
in certain areas, many of them were not totally familiar with the
philosophy that was being dealt with. We are talking about
something that occurred over a period of six years.

MR. SHAPAR: I think there are clearly other
differences between rulemaking'and orders here in the context.

In éither éase, there was an opportunity for comment, because
the Commission went out with a notice of proposed rulemaking.

So there was public comment on the rule. Both are effective when
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they are in effect. However, if you go by the order route, there
is an opportunity for hearing, and you can't even make the order
immediately effective and get your new requirement in place unless
you make a finding that the public health, safety or interest
requires the order to be made immediately effective, about which
there may be a question in this context, which means that if

they command a hearing, you won't have any requirement in place
until that hearing is over and the matter is adjudicated.

So I think these concepts should be kept clearly in
mind.

MR. BICKWIT: Also if the licensee wants relief, he
does have the option even under the rule to make his case to the
Staff and to the Commission for an exemption from that rule.

MR. BENDER: But the process is tediqus, and again you
have the same problem.

MR. SHAPAR: 1It's not as tedious as having an

adjudicatory hearing.

MR. BENDER: In either case you are entitled to a i
[

hearing, but my impfession is that the rule.puts the licensee in
the position where he has to atgué the health and safeﬁy of the
public case instead of you, and it looks to me like you have
escalated the discussioﬁ into a court of law, when a lot more of
it could be done by technical discussion with a higher level of
Staff participation.

MR, SHAPAR: But in either case you are not entitled
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to a hearing as such, if you go the rulemaking route. There is
no requirement for a hearing.

CHAiRMAN AHEARNE: A major issue that I think Mike
has raised is will you agree with the description that it's only
a lower level Staff that has been telling the licensee that we
were serious?

My impression was it was a lot higher than that.

MR. CASE: I don't agree with that. I think Darrel
has been on the horn, I think Dick has.

MR. VOLLMER: Most of the origin was before my time.
Darrel?

MR. EISENHUT: Sure, we had a considerable number of
discussions with the utilities, and we have argued a lot of these

issuves.
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Try to identify who the "we" is.

MR. EISENHUT: At my level, Vic Stello and I both had
a large number of discussions the last three or four years.
You remembér, as I said earlier, probably 80 to 90 percent of all
ﬁhe fire protection items have been implemented for a couple of
years, and I think that speaks for a lot of those 8ebates and
diScussions; Thgse are the ones where after those discussions --
and it was with appropriate levels of management in the companies,
generally the vice president level, we still have these dis-

agreements.

So the question was down to, as I said earlier, how to
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j make it an issue.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Moreover, it seems to me
that in suggesting that we ought to go more to a case-by-~case
approach, you are in effect suggesting what you are deriving,
and you said, you know, a single Staff guy goes out and takes a
look, he may or may not know what he's doing.

MR. BENDER: Oh, I think you have to do it. You
physically have to look at the plants, and you've only got a
handful of people doing these things, and it's occurred over a
half dozen vears.

I don'£ argue that Darrel has participated in some
fraction of them, because back in the beginning almost everything
héd to be fought out. But as you have gotten down toward the
end, I think the cases are most explicit, and you just abouat have
to go down and stand in front of the plant and say, "Well, when
are we going to route this?" If you tell me to put in some type
§f fire protection barrier that's three-hour resistant, and I've or
got room to get something that's eguivalent to about an hour's
resistanée in there without téaring the plant apart, and involving
very extensive set of hodifications. I think reason requires that
you look at it physically, and ﬁhat's about what we have been
arguing.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But wasn't this the very thing
that you were commenting on not very favorably when you said

here is a guy who wanders off -~

.
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1! MR. BENDER: No, I am not arguing what the desirability
2 | or not-desirability of having an individual look at it is. What

3 | I'm saying is that those individuals that look were good people,

4 | but they didn't necessarily have the brcad kind of qomprehension

5 | that needed to be covered that you might desire today. And where
6 | they could get agreement, they established agreement in a few

7 | places it turned out that the agreement that was required by the

8 | licensee or the applicant, whatever he is -- I'm not sure whether
9 | both kinds exist right now -- became so expéhsive or so time-

10 | consuming that people decided they just had to stand their ground.
11 { And these have not been addressed vet.

12 MR. VOLLMER: I think it's been.brought out a number
13 | of times, though, that many of the itéms here do not meeﬁ the

14 | specific requirements of Appendix A, even the branch technical

15 | position Appendix A, because the Staff_judgment did allow some-

16 | thing lesser. And I'm not sure that armed with all these

17 | exceptions, and wve ﬁave a traveling road show, that we are going
18 | to be able to closé that gap. It may be. I don't know.

19 MR. BENDER:, Have you looked at the EEI review of

300 TTIS STREET, 8W., REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554.23145

20 § the issues?
21 | MR. VOLLMER: Yes, I did.

MR. BENDER: I think they cited a number of cases

.

23 | where the requirements were such that alternatives could have
24 | been introduced, and they did not sound all that bad to me.

25 MR. VOLLMER: I think in rany cases the reason why we

i EE s eney e .
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are at where we are is because we were not able to get -- we
went the alternative route.

Now maybe we didn't exhaust that type of a process,
and I -~

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Dick, let me ask whether vou have

any additional points you want to make, because I suspect that

Peter has some points he wants to make.

MR. VOLLMER: I v 3 only going to cover the different
implementation schedule propc .

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Why don't you do that?

MR. VOLLMER: Okay. That would be on the last --
that would be on the third slide.

(slide.)

Implementation schedule. If.you recail, on the last
version of the proposed rule, and also the implementation schedule
suggested of the more specified in the Commission memo and order
of May 23rd was basically that the fire protection modifications
be iﬁplemented by November 1lst, and ﬁhere was a less -- there
was schedule relaxation for alvernate and dediéa;ed'shutdown.

What we are suggesting invthis pérticular rule is
that as a maximum that the implementation schedule for administra-
tive items fequired by the rule would:be 30 déys aftér the
effective date of the rule. For those modifications that involve

changes to the plant or equipment, but don't require NRC prior

approval and don't require the plant to shut down, that they be

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC-.
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fully implemented in nine months after the rule becomes effective,
and finally that the fire protection features that would involve

plant modifications, that they be implemented before start-up,

following the first refueling outage 90 days or 180 days after

the rule becomes effective.

We don't think that there should be any relaxation in
trying to get implementation on the earliest possible timeframe
for those items committed by the licensees, and we know that
many plants would not be able to accommodate fully meeting these
requirements on an earlier time schedule, particulafly say January

lst of '81 or something like that.

For the alternate and dedicated shutdown systems,
both of those will require.NRC review and approval. Now I might
mention tﬁe alternate shutdown systems is a way to circumvent a
specific problem that you find in the plant. 1If you find in a
plant an areg where the fire protection itself cannot circumvent
a specific problem -~ in other words, in the cable spreading roém,
you can't really provide adequate protection to redundant trains
of safety~-related equipment. You pro?ide instead a circuit
Around that particular area for items that are needed for safe
shut-down and cooldown of the reactor.

So it's really a system itself. 1It's more of a
circuitry around a potential problem area.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Roughly how many plants

| would be in that category, do you know?
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arss

300 TTH STREET, SW, , REPORTERS BUIL.DING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) §54-236

10
n
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
i9
20
21

22
23
24

25

55

MR. VOLLMER: Almost all plants require either
alﬁernate or dedicated shutdown, in some place or other. We're
talking about just a few plants that they wouldn't be required,
a few plants ~~ I think five or six that we feel would require
dedicated shutdown. Oconee 1, 2, 3 is committed to it. Yankee
Rowe, we're requiring it.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What is the difference

i between dedicated and alternate?

MR. VOLLMER: Okay, alternate shutdown is a circumventi

of the problem by some circuitry. In other words, you have an
alternate circuit around a problem area that you can be assured
has protection.

The dedicated shutdown system would be a real system,
an honest-to-goodness system of dedicated hardware, dedicated
equipment, separate, that you have high reliance on, that would
not be involved in the séme type of a fire situétion that your
normal plant circuitry or system would be invol.ed in.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: All of them have one or the
other, or did you géy the five would have neither?

MR. VOLLMER: 4T5ere's_five or six that will require
a dedicated; there is a small number, five or so, that woﬁld
require neither; and the balance will require alternate shutdown
system somewhere or other.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And you require the dedicated

systems where the problem is more severe than it would be --

Mw
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MR. VOLLMER: Well, for example, the dedicated system
would be in a plant that, say, all of the cables are so cdmpletely

mixed that it would be hopeless to try to separate out and

‘provide an alternate shutdown system. So it would require a

specific dedicated sys£em that would circumvent the whole problem.
It depends, really, on the degree.of nonséparation of
safety trains, where you have just a very bad safety situation,
you would tend to go to the dedicated. Where you have situations
where you can define appropriate solutions to get around the
separation problem, and you would use the alternate shutdoﬁn

approach. There are a few plants that would require neither.
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MR. EISENHUT: Excuse me. The reason they don't
require either is the' already have them, the capability.

MR. VOLLMER: The capability to shut down.

MR. EISENHUT: Right, the capability is there, one way
or the other.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: All right. So you would propose,

then, your rule =--

MR. VOLLMER: The rule is suggesting those

as appropriate implementation dates.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Peter, since a large amount of this,
the interchanée particularly of recent information be-~ .. Ed and
your office, and that you do have some additional proposals?

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, particularly as to the
material that I think Ed has sent d~wn recently which mostly
pertains to possible adjustments if the Commission went a
different way, for example on éhe grandfathering guestion.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE:. I might not have gotten that one.

MR. CASE:’ Let me explain. There is at least that
possibility that the Commission would grandfather the section
that I dealt Qith on the separation.

The way thé sepafatipn section is currently written
in fhe proposed Appendix R, it requires staff revié& ;- not
requires staff review; it suggests this alternative, and that
alternative, or, if you don't want to meet either one, propose

something to the staff.
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. I sought to remove the staff from that process by
specifying yet another alternative. That was my exchange with
Peter: To, since there would be more plants involved and staff
participation would therefore be mofe because of the lafger
numkber of plants =--

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Basically, though, I think
it's right that we don't get eo that, really, until we decide
grandfathering. I guess that really hinges on a couple of
fairly fundamental points, one of which is whetheir what's
involved here really is a situation in which most plants are
perfectly all right in, let's just say the three areas that
you're proposing for the staff review; or whether there isn't
really reason to be considerably more concerned about things
like the separation and the adequacy of the reviews that were

done over the last few years.

I must say, my sense of the situation is that it
isn't one that I am very comfortable with as’to a number of
those specific plants. I had also gethered that there was some
difference of view within the staff on the backfit qﬁestion,
and I am wondering if I could ask Qhether there were others in
the room who had e-somewhat different perspective on it? o

MR. VOLLMER: Right. If you wish; Greg Harrison
could address that -;

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: That would be fine.

MR. VOLLMER: == his views on the backfit. Greg?
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MR. HARRISON: My name is Greg Harrison, Fire
Protectibn Engineer with NRR. I support the view that we should
retrofit the rule in, as a minimum, the three areas of alternate
shutdown, fire barriers versus rire codings, and emergency
lighting and associated circuits. So it depends on how you
do your accounting. There could be three or four areas.

I sort of equivalent between barriers and alternate
shutdown, because barfiers are an alternative to installing an
alternate shutdown system.

Over the last two to three years, I have, from time
to time, read various ~- Well, I've read all of the SEPRs
produced for the operating plants, and it dawned on me that
there was a technical difference between the reviews of those
plants versus plants done with DSS, and I so documented that in
a memo two years ago, March of '78, or it might be '79; time

escapes me.

In any event, nmuch of what I've‘heard so far to me
is the sense we hear the arguméntslthat everybody complies with
the rule, or almerst, and it's only one item here, and one item
there, and, really, I listen to all those argumean and, to me,
I conclude that it would be very easy to retro‘lt. There would
just be growing pains in certain plants -- particularly those
who have held the line right down to this point, who have
bhsically said, you know, we ain't gonna do anything until you

force us. It is those plants that I ~--
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CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Could I ask you one question?

MR. HARRISON: Go ahead.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: You said, "plants that have said
we won't do anything" -~

MR. HARRISON: The open items.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: All right, because --

MR. HARRISON: The open items. Everybody has done
something to varying degrees. My cémment is, most people have
done ~- as has been said before mé - most people have -- most
of the companies have installed most, if not all the fire
prctection criteria that we have imposed upon them. And it is,
to me, by not retrofitting we are, in a sense, rewarding those
who held out. That bothers me. It does not parallel the thrust
of ac;omplishing a safety objective.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Could I ask about that?

It seemed to me it Qas the other way around, in the sense that
some companies have, say, covered things with flammastics =--

MR. HARRISON: That's correct.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: -~ and that was then accepted.
I mean, it is they who would then have to go and make changes.

MR. HARRISON: Right. But not in all cases. Because,
see, sometimes in a number of cases it's because they have also
installed alternate shutdowns. That wouldn't be a severe impact,
because ~- in other words, it's either alternate shutdown, or

it's either barriers, for a lot of these areas.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, the ones whc have held
out will now be forced to comply =-- |

MR. HARRISON: =~ to do one or tﬁe other.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: -- by the rule.

MR. HARRISOMN: Correct.

COMMISSIONzk GILINSKY: There isn't any question about
backfitting with them.

MR. HARRISON: There would not be, no.

Now the thing -- I guess the next point I want to make --

MR. BICKWIT: And then the ones who have ignored, just
ignored the staff entirely that you mentioned, they would have
to comply with the rule.

MR. HARRISON: That's correct. Then -- which leads
to something which hasn't been said, yet. Thére are a number of
items that have been reviewed and closed out, so therefore not

identified as- an open item. This would be acceptance by the

i staff of fire retardant coatings for fire-rated barriers. Now

those items, in those areas of the plants, never appear as an
"open item" that we have dealt with in a somewhat frantic

fashion in the last six months or so.

Now there are a number of those items in existence in

i a number of plants. So the question that.hasﬁ't been asked today.

is: Exactly what are we grandfathering?
I am disturbed personally by the staff position of

"we'll just retrofit" and see what we have later, knowing full
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well that we already have the engineering data in saying fire
rated barriers are not the same as fire coating. That's very
clear. There is much in the literature that's documented that
supports this -- fire testing at Sandia, fire testing in the
major oil companies -~ they're hunting for the same thing:
circuit integrity for 15 minutes in a flammable liquid fire.

They know that coatings give you 3 minutes.

So, to‘mé, there is no issue -- there couldn't be a
clearer issue, that the fire coatings are not the same as fire-
rated barriers. And in the fire protection engineering profes-
sion, it's just common sense.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE:. I'm not really following you with
respect to your barriers here. Which item are you focusing on?
Are you focusing upon this question of not requiring for those

early plants =--

MRf HARRISON: Correct.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: -~ the elimination of -~

MR. HARRISON: Right. There was an equivalency given
to fire coatings to a fire barrier. Therefore, the review --

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But thaﬁ really is -~ I am trying
to make sure I understand your point. That is with respect to
that early set of p;ants?

MR. HARRISON: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: And not the later plants?

MR. HARRISON: Right.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSkY: Let me understand that, too.
We have heard that there was credit given for these coatings for,
say, half-a-dozen plants.

MR. HARRISON: I wouldn't restrict it to a half-a-
dozen.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, that's what I was going
to ask. Someone else gaid that if we went back, we would have
to deal with essentially all the plants, or many plants. It
wasn't just a matter of those half-a-dozen.

'MR.” HARRISON: I think it would be many.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And what is the reason for
that? That credit was only given for the initial number? Or is

that not right, either?

MR. HARRISON: I'm not sure I understand that.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The argument really is: How many
plants are involved? The iﬁsue that was presented is that early
in the review fo: the early élants, the cred;t was given in the
analysis and has stopped being given. So thqt the backfit
requirement, if it is laid, would be laid on tﬁose early set of
plants. And you seem to be disagreeing.

MR. HARRISON: I don't have a specific number, but I
certainly think it is far greater than seven -- 30 or 40 plants,
maybe, would be my estimate.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That many plants where credit

was given for coatings?
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MR. WAMBACH: I am Tom Wambach from Division of
Licensing.

One of thé problems in the reviews performed fof
Appendix A, as Mr. Ferguson described, the teams went to the
site and they applied their fire protection judgmunt. The rule
calls for 20 feet of separation. We can't tell right now how
many areas of a plant might have 19 feet, 18 feet, 15 feet -

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Two feet?

MR. WAMBACH: And where credit was given for the
flammastiz, as Greg saia, as a barrier, and where it was used
just to reduce combustibility of the cables because they didn't
have cables that met the IEEE standard.

So to try to give you a number on the impact, I think
we would have to go back and look at each plant. You'd have to
go around the plants with a 20-foot bar to check all the

distances.

MR. BENDER: There was nothing magic abouﬁ --

MR. WAMBACH: But that's what's in the rule.

MR. BENDER:_ It's a fairly arbitrafy number.

COMMISSIONBR GILINSKY: Well, we always have to select
Some number. But I would like to understand. When Vic was
saying that credit was given for half-a-dozen plants, were you
talking about cables, or what?

MR. BENDER: Cables.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I see. But it was also given =--
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COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: -- in a judgment sense for a

bunch of other situations? |
" COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Could you distinguish between
the "6 plants" and the "30 plants" for me, please? |

MR. BENAROYA: In this case, it's a method of opinion
as to how many we have. In the first, we had -- in my opinion,
we have about half-a-dozen where we have that problem.
Apparently Greg feels that it is a lot more.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Where does the "20 feet" come
in?

MR. BENAROYA: Well, there is a certain amount of
equivalency in anything. 1In fire protection, that's what we
have always. Ve have alternate ways of skinning the same cat.
e say that if you have 20 feet, {or example, separation =--

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Between what and what?

MR. BENAROYA: Between two different divisions,
completely free of space, nothing in between, then if you have
an exposure fire in the floor it will not affect both divisions
at the same time. Therefore, a barrier iS'not-réQuired.

'COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Okay.

MR. BENAROYA: Now if they come closer, we say you're
going to put in a 1-R barrier, and a sprinkler system.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Okay.

MR. BENAROYA: Or you can put in a 3-R barrier without

the sprinkler system. All these things are all equivalent.

Rp——
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are only six plants where that separation has been reduced
because coatings were given credit?

MR. BENAROYA: That's correct.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And you seem to differ not only
with Greg, but with == I'm sorry, I don't know your name.

MR. WAMBACH: Tom ¥Wambach.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes.

MR. WAMBACH: Well, I would find it difficult to make
that statement when the review teams that went out originally
didn't know that we.were coming up with this 20-foot criteria
and the 1-R barrier, so they would have had to somehow predict
three:years ago that we were going to come up with it.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I see. So what you are saying
is that we're really not sﬁre, and we don't know how many are
out there, and there are probably a fair number?

MR. BENAROYA: That's right., 1It's a matter‘of
judgment as to how m&ny we have.

MR. HARRISON: That, if I may, takes me back tb T
think where I started. The sthff review was done on an inte-
grated program under épecific.guidance, and we really don't know,
if we go back -~ without going back into the details of the
review; and maybe going back to the plants, to find out how, or
whether they specifically meet each element of the Branch

Technical position, and that is one of the prime reasons we felt
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a three-year program needed to be instituted to bring them, if
there were deficiencies, up to an equivalent level.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Let's see. When the staff
team went out to do tﬁese Appendix A reviews, did they not write
down and document the basis for their conclusions?

MR. HARRISON: VYes, they did, in the SER.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: So that when -- Why can}t ypu
then, just by reviewiné those documents, ascertain compliance?
Why? Because too often you're running into judgments?

MR. ELSENHUT: Yon know, the issue of whether it was
20 feet or not wasn't an issue at the time, so it's n@t addressed
in the SER.

MR. CASE: We said, "adequate separation."

MR. EISENHUT: To fix you on a data point, 30 of the
plants -- about 30 units -- this issue of separation is still an
open issue that has to be resolved under Appendix R, which is
not really a subject here. The other 40, I concur that I think
you have to gd b#ck and look at those and decide how many of
those Qould be impacted by this or not. You don't know the

number unless you go back and 1lr < at those 40 plants. It's not

‘documented in their submittals, and it's not documented in the

SERs because it wasn't really an issue at the time of whether

it's 20 feet or not.

You can ascertain a lot of that information, but you

can't really address the question from Appendix R.
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COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Okay, now, Darrel, as to those
plants, say we just backfigted the three issues in question for
the moment, what would be the difference in the scope of work
that the staff would have to do under the proposed formulation
on the one hand where you're going to go back and look at those
three issues and then decide afterwards, as against the review
that. would have to be done to simply enforce what would then be
Appendix R?

MR. EISENHUT: Well, we take them one at a time,
because -- the numbers are different if we look at different.
issue#. And this is part of that table that I supplied you.

If you look under the "separation and barrier" colunn,
that "X" means it was previously closed under the Appendix A.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Right.

MR. EISENHUT: So the staff would be planning no other
work in that area at this time, 1It's a closed issue. The only ~=

MR. CASE: That wasn't his.question} Darrel. Illis
question was: What's the difference in the staff manpower to
try to decide whether to backfit or not, versus ==

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: - to enfqrce Appendix R.

Mﬁ. CASE: =-- enforcing Appendix R ~--

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: -~ which included, that's right.

MR. EISENHUT: You would havelto look at those 40
plants. |

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Either way?
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MR. CISENHUT: Either way.

You would have to look at those 40 plahts to decidé
whether or not Appendix R.would require scmething or not, or |
whether they meet the proposed Appendix R. You would have to
evaluate those 40 plants.

MR. CASE: Well, that's not the way I proposed and
made up my mind. I was going to wait to see what the research
test said. And then if-it said absolutely no credit should be
given for coating, then so be it, and backfit to the liéensees,
and the licensees would go.oﬁt there and do the measuring. And
where they didn't apply, they woula go to these alternatives,

The staff review of that would, at best, be minimal
and would probably be done by I&E. |

(Laughter.)

MR. CASE: If you have some specific rules for fheﬁ
to mset, then you don't have to have ~-- .

Mﬁ. EiSENHUT: I wasn't inferring that --= You have to
have some mechanism to look at those 40 plants, whether it's us
or the licensee. The number on that item is 40. bther of
theée igssues, the number is a lot bigger or a lot smaller.

'MR. HARRISON: And I guess my éoint is that it is
clear to.me as a professional firé protection engineer that we
certainly know the diffe:ence between "barriers" and‘"coatings.“
And if I struck a few, I could produce many a test document,

éovernment-funded and private-funded, that would certainly beyond

[ = TP
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a ﬁhadcw of a auubiAéhSQ'%ﬁaé?;ﬁére'cértainly shoﬁldn't be,
beyénd the wildest dreﬁmé, be.any cfedit given to fire-retardant
coating as a fire-rated barrier.

COMMISSIONER GILfﬁSKY: Why did we give credit in the
first place? |

MR. HARRISON: Tﬂat'was before my time.

MR. BENAROYA: May I answer that one? Because other
fire protection engineers rgcamménded it.

MR. BENDER: There is a better answer than that,
however. It has to do with the postulated fire. When things
.started back in the beginning, most peopie were concerned about
the initiators, and being able to keep the fire from getting out
of bounds. Now in these tests, they have established some
arbitrary condition that is the reference fire. That had to be
done in order to run the tests. Whether a fire of that sort
will gctually appear or not just is a speculative matter. And
I think good practice would say'that, starting from scratch,
yoﬁ would design for the arbitrary fire. But when you're
backfitting, then you really have to look at it in a risk
context and say: What is the likelihood that that fire will
really'show up? You've got to bring in some solvent and Surn
it, really, to get the fire.: Am I overstating the position?

MR, HARRISON: ‘N6, that'8 £air. And I'11 take it
ahotherlstgp further. The:élgra three ways to make a decision:

one under certginty, uncgtt;inty,sand risk. We are, at all

oot
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1§ times in fire protectioh, deéiihg -- contrary to the ones who

2} are in love with probabilitiqs ~- we are in a state of uncertainty.
3 ) So it is always more conéervative to put a probability of "one" |

4 | on the occurrence of a fire.

5 The next question is defining it. We have had some i
6 ! learning curve on this, and through our site visits we have
7 | found all kinds of conditions in plants -- operating and

8 | otherwise -~ and we know there are small fires.

9 An example would be: Weihave observed an individual
10 } cleaning cables in a cable spreading room with acetone, which
11 § is a class I-A liquid. All we have to do is look at it.

12 | so small transient exposure fires will occur certainly sometime
13 ! in the operating life of a nuclear power plant., I think that
14 | should be taken into consideration in a formal fire-hazard

15 | analysis.

16 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, Mike, you seem to be

17 | arguing with the notion of backfitting in this area, even if

18 { these tests prove out?

300 7TH STREET, SW.,, REPORTERS BUILDING, WASIIINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-248

19 MR. BENDER: Yes, I am. Because I think -~ the two
20 | of us don't have any disagreement on this thing; it's just a

21 | matter of where you start.

22 If you want to start with the postulative, you're

23 going to have that kind of fire, then'you have to put in

R

something that's resistant to it. But in the circumstance where -¢{

Lttﬁw

 it's not like an oil'refinerf vwhere the material is there all
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the time, and you cerﬁéinl?faféygéing to have fires that are
hot fires, In this case, tblhAVe this fire, you're going to
have to have somebody bring in the thing =-- and he's right.
They'll bring in acetone once in a while. I have no doubt that
we will have an occasional fire.

I do have éuestions about the likelihood of a fire of
the size which is postulated of burning in the place wherxe the
barrier is not adequate.

MR. BENAROYA: But that would be a difference of
opinion among anybody. On this case, we all agree. That's why
we changed it.

(Laughter.)

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, but you also seem to be
saying: Let's not bacﬁfit now, Let's run these tests. But
also at the same time you seem pretty well agreed that the
tests are very unlikely to éemonst;ate that these coatings are ~-

MR, CASE: Well, I guess I would have to say one
other thing. The gtaff was told to get this rule up just as
damn quickly as you can, and faster than that if you could.

(Laughter.) |

MR. CASE: And we didn't have much time to debate this

back and forth and reach a position one way or the other. So

one safety valve I used, frankly, in order to meet an expedited
schedule where, if I'm getting advice on both sides and it's

not cbvious which one to chqosg, I threw it in the categéry,
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"wa'll decide later,"” on the.baéié that it's better to have
three-quarters of a load than none.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes, but that would be
consistent., I mean, if you took Mike's point of view, which is
that you're not sure you want to backfit even if the coatings
aren't any good, that's one thing. But you seem to have decided
that if these tests prove out, that the coatings aren't any good,
then you're going to go ahead and backfit.

Mg. CASE: That's what I decided, and Mike probably
didn't agree with it.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Also, you seem to have decided
that the tests aren't all that necessary; that the data is
there. So what is holding you back, other than the awkwardness
of having told people to do one thing, and then telling to do
another? |

(Laughter.)

MR. CASE: I'ma little skeptical of Greg's one-hundred
percent assurance that the tests are not going to work.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well ~-

MR. CASE: If that were all that obvious, I sort of
wonder why we == _‘ |

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, Victor didn'g seem to
be differing all that much.

MR. BENAROYA:;'Idepénd on my fire protection engineers;

I'm not a fire protection engineer. Please don'tAget me wrong.
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I am a chemical engineer. But.aé»a manager, I listen to my
people and take their advicé. I value their advice.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, Qhat I'm saying, I wasn't
trying to draw any difference between you. 1In fact, I was saying
that there seems to be agreement, that =-

MR. FERGUSON: One of the problems with going back and
backfitting to the rule, the rule -~ we have one requirement in
there that if you don't have a 3-R barrier; a 1-R barrier around
one system, and a éprinkler system in the area. That's what the
rule requires right now. |

What we have done out in the plant, there may be a
plant with a 15-foot separation and coated cables. There is no
real -- you can't make a technical basis now that the same fire
that would damage coated cables which are one-foot apart are
going to damage the coated cables that are 15-feet apart. We
don't know that the same fire would even touch them.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But, Bob, isn't it also the
case =~ -

MR. FERGUSON: Ve don't know ﬁhat if those cables were
15-feet off thé floor, whether it would bother them at all.

| COMMISSIONER'BRADFORD: Isn't it also the case that
there may be plants-where the cables are a couple of feet apart,
a foot apart? Inches, if you will?
MR. PERGUSbN: The test which is being fun at Browns

Ferry, which is the first test, turned out to be vertical cables
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which are total flammastic and redundant cables, and conduit
which is unprotected separated by one or two feet. In places

that I know about, in one plant where the safet-related cable is

run in conduit and the conduit is in fact in some places one-

inch apart. It is not clear that the cable in those things

are really redundant to each other. And there are cables -- and
the conduit is spréad over a 100-foot distance, and it is rfive-
to ten-feet off the floor, and it is not clear that it would

all be affected in the same fire.

It is not an instantaneous effect. 1If the fire went
on long enough, everything in the cable spreading room got on
fire and it burned for an hour or two, it would probably be
damaged. b | |

The difference between that kind of a thing and
actually going through that samé area and coating it with a
one-hour barrier,.it's touch~and-go about whether vou're getting
any significant benefits from the expense involved.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I think it is clear pgobably to
everyone by now that we Are nqt going to reﬁch a resolution this
afternoon on this issue. We are not going té get there.

So I need to know, assuming -- because I just don't
belieQe we're going to finish.- what status dd we have? Ve
now have an order out to the plants.that they must. do something
by a certain date. We have a memo in from Harold saying that he

is going to have to start coming in with -- in fact, it said that

-— e m— — -
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today was goiné.to be the fiigt 6f th;t set of plants.

Assuming we do not get this out, which we won't today,
what is the status? |

MR. CASE: Well, what the staff was intending to
propose in this next session was that we would review each
licensee's license condition date beyond November 1. We would
review each request that we have received or would receive for
extending compliance afﬁer_November 1, with basically the
criteria of implementation given in the proposed rule as a
standard.

Ve would try to insist that during our review some
of the features be implemented as soon as practical, but in no
even later than they would be implemented if they were an open
item under Appendix R in the proposed rule.

In other words, there are three categories of times,
and we had hoped ﬁhat today you wou;d have approved the rule
with that sort of an implementation schedule and we could present
that criteria to you this afternoon. We hoped that you would
say "yes," and then we would qse'that over the next two weeks to
deal with those caées that.we have;

| CHAIRMAN AHEARNE:  My impression, Peter, from, I think
as you mentioned, some of the things that Ed has probosed, that
you have a proposed modification to the rule. 1Is that correct?

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Yes, basically «-

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Vell, I guess that in order certainly
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for me to address the rule, I would want to see what that -~

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: You want to see that. All
right.

CHAiRMAN AHEARNE: ~- proposed modification is.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Yes. Okay. And you've got a
pretty good grasp of it, I think, but, sure, I'll be glad to
write it down.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Because there are at least two
versions. I mean, there is one version that says there were
three items that I guess had been called down --

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: VYes. Two versions of the
backfit question.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That's right.

COMMISSIONER BRADFdRD: Whether to backfit the entire
Appendix, or just those three issues. That's right.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That's right. And I don't know
whether there are any other changes that --

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: HNot in the substance of the
rule, no. I am puzzled by.aspects of the effective date, but
the implementation schedule, other than that, is fiﬁe.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Because.we do have the staff-

proposed rule. I think the backfit question is probably one

that if you put down some versions we can =~
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Yes.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: And if at all possible, today, we
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could vote on it tomorrow.
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well ==
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: And I realize that that's --
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: No, but that's fine.
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: And_that might then enable us to

get: action on this.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Did you want to schedule a
session tomorrow, then?

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, we have a session scheduled -~

MR. BICKWIT; We've-got a session in the morning, and
one in the afternoon.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: So we could do it after the one in
the afternoon. 1If it's possible to do that., Vic?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That's fine with me.

CHAIRMAN AlIEARPNE: We have an I&E briefing at 2:00
o'clock, and after that we could --.

'COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: What's in the morning?

CHAIﬁMAN AHEARNE: The morning is closed, organizationall
management. .
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Does that look like a two-
hour session?

CnAIRMAN AHEARNE: I wouldn't be surprised.

Mike?

MR. BENDER: If I could just offer one point that I

wanted to make in a more orderly statement, but still I think
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it is worthiwhile to say.

Most of the premise on which we are dealing with fire
protection has to do with response to fires, and how long yqu
have to get there by some kind of fire-fighting mechanism.
People do argue for sprinkler systems as being effective fire-
fighting devices, but I'm sure if you looked at all the
literature you would £ind that not in every case could one
argue that sprinklers are 100 percent effecﬁive.. As a matter
of fact, the literature would show some cases where they are
only 50 percent effective; and others, where they are 100 percent
effective;

So the application of any of these fire-protection
devices is not totally characterized. Now there are'a couple of
things about fires that people ought to do, and for some reason
or other I don't see them in the rule. One is: When you have
2 fire alarm, éhut down .the plant. Don't wait to find out

whether you can fight'the fire.

I don't see that in the rule, but somehoe or other

my intuitiop saysi Even if you do shut down a few plants

because of just a wastebasket fire, you will make peocple more
conscious_of the need to keep.fires under control. And in fact,
it will encourage good prﬁctice.

Secondly, there is a matter of what-to do about the
fire brigade. We have argued for five-man fire brigades as

though that was the solution to the problem. 1In fact, three men
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will put out small fires, and five men can only put out an
incremental fire that is somewhat bigger. It wouid have been
enough to fight»the BrOWns Ferry, as it turns out, but not a
much bigger fire than that.

It seems to me important to think about the total
response to fires. Some sites don't have any supplemental
fire-fighting capability. Others have a whole big city that
surrounds it. And for some reason or other, I don't see enough
attention to how the total fire-fighting capability is addressed.
And that bothers me a great deal. That wasn't in the Committee's
letter, and neither was the first point.

Nevertheless, I am concerned about those matters.

CHAiRMAN AHEARNE: All right, let me ask you one
closing question.

In the way the Committee letter was written, I could
carry away the impression -- and I wanted to make sure that I
dbn't mischaracterize it -- that you still have some disagree-
ments with going specifically in the rule. However, that if we
do decide toAgo heavy ﬁith‘the rule, then the revision that has
come up is one £hat you would think is =-- and it's the next word
I'm not sure of -- "acceptable"? |

MR. BENDER: The revision that has come up is
ac ceptable in principle. I think there's no question about that.
We have I think made the point, and you have heard it enough

times here so it isn't worth saying again, but I will anyhow:
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1 Appendix R just covers a little oat of what's in the
2 | Branch Technical Position. It's hard for me to believe that

3 | you need a rule to cover an incremental piece of your require-
4 | ments. You're eithér going to address all of it, or you're

5 | going to leave it in this negotiatiﬁg position. And I have a

6 | hard time seeing that the proposal here helps out the situation
7 | much.

8 CHAIRMAN 2HEARNE: William, you started the meeting.
9 | Would you care to end it?

10 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Can I just ask one question?
11 | I'm not sure that Mr., Harrison ever actually completed his

12 | statement of position. Somehow we sidetracked him in the

13 | middie.

14 Can I just ascertain that? And if he didn't, perhaps
15 | we can make it an early item of business at the meeting tomorrow.
16 Did you get a chance to state your position fully

17 | befere we interrupted you?

18 MR. HARRISON: Well, I think the position is clear.

19 0 T think there -- I guess to summarize, or make it simplistic,

300 TTH STREET, SW., REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 {202) 554-2345

20 § 1 think the rule shohld be retrofitted on a firm and consistent
21 | pasis, is one aspect of it.

22 MR. CASE: Well, Greg, make it clear. Do you mean

23 | a1l of the rule? Or the three --

24 MR. HARRISON: The ﬁain items having to do with

25 | alternate shutdown, associated circuits, fire barriers, and

. 'A' HEEQ.AK' APH’\H*!A Vo m ey s
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emergency lighting. Thaéé‘a£é tﬁe real key issues, and I really
think there are an unknowﬁ nuhber of plants out there that have
been evaluated in the past, and the items are closed out, and

to me it is clear -~ and also to the fire~protection consultants
that work with me -- we're in unanimous agreement that there are
a number of items .n the<e plants that have been closed out on

a technical basis ithat we tnink is in violation of sound fire
protection engineering,

If the rule is retrofitted, that would give us the
vehicle to enforce and reopen up those items. Without the
rule -~ speaking of manpower -~ quite f£rankly, I don't know how
you go back in and ferret everything else out. No one can answer
that gqguestion. I've asked that question.

I think it is well knosn that ‘there's a tremendous
difficulty in accomplishing the regulatory function =-- the
bureaucracies being what they are. So the rule is an appropriate
vehicle to go backwards in time and take advantage of what we
have gained on.the learning curve, applied evenly across the
industry, and bring up fire profection to some acceptable level.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But are you specifically -- Is your
primary concern those four items that you mentioned? )

MR. HARRISON: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Len?

MR. BICKWIT: I just wanted to ask Ed: The implemen=-

tation schedule that you're contemplating with respect to the
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closed item matters --
MR. CASE: Yes.

MR. BICKWIT: =-- were you intending to deal with that

in this rule?
MR. CASE: No.

MR. BICKWIT: Would you entertain some discussion to

that effect?

MR. CASE: I am for the easiest way, whatever that may
be.

CHAIRMAMN AHEARNE: Sam, that was --

MR. DIRCKS: Well, I think the one point that Dick I
introduced the subject with is that there are three items I
think we were saying that we had sort of an open mind on, and

I think Dick indicated that these three items were gcing to

be picked up anyway in this three-year evaluation and this three-i

year cycle of looking at the plants. J

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes, and I think one of the issues --
MR. DIRCKS: Do you want to do it now? Or do you want |
to do it within the three-year period?

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: MNow the alternate shutdown was not '

one of your three?

MR. CASE: I think Greg just said it that way, because
that's where the ‘associated~-circuit issue appeared. Am I

correct?

1MR. DIRCKS: That's right. That's right.
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CHAIRMAN AHEARNE:

(Whereupon, at 4:10 p.m., the meeting was

adjourned.)

All right.

84
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APPROVED APP. A MODIFICATIONS NOT SCHEDULED
FOR COMPLETION BY NOVEMBER 1, 1980

NO. OF NO. OF ITEMS LAST
PLANT NAME ITEMS | ORIG. SCHED. | EXCEEDING SCHED. |  ITEM
INDIAN PT. 2 3 781 0 1/81
INDIAN PT. 3 1 8/81 0 8/81
NINE MILE PT. 12 6/81 1 7/81
NORTH ANNA 1 3 1/81 0 1/81
ARKANSAS 2 3/81 0 3/81
BEAVER VALLEY 1 2ND REFUEL A 2ND REFUEL
CALVERT CLIFFS 1,2 ALL 11/ 1/80 5 7/82
CRYSTAL RIVER 3 aLL | AFTERNAC 5° 9/81

R. E. GINNA 23 6/81 0 6/81
PEACH BOTTOM 2/3 ALL | 1BIMOS A ER 28 2/82
POINT BEACH 1/2. 14 5/81 0 5/81
PILGRIM 1 | ALL 11/1/80 1 UNK.
PRAIRIE ISLAND 1/2 ALL 10/30/80 6 ar1/81
SAN ONOFRE 1 11 | ENDOFSEP 0 END OF SEP
SURRY 2 2 | REFUEL 3/81 2 REFUELSLIP
TURKEY PT. 3/4 9 12/1/30 2 5/81
YANKEE ROWE ALL 11/1/80 2 11/30/80
MONTICELLO . ALL 11/1/80 2 5/81
OYSTER CREEK ALL 11/1/80 1 2/81
PALISADES ALL 11/1/80 2 10/81

*THESE ITEMS HAVE NOT EXCEEDED THE SCHEDULE.
NRC APPROVAL WAS DELAYING ITEM.




. o
NON-IMPLE A_ITEMS

@ Administrative controls manpower chanaes, and
training

- All Appendix A review matters are implemented

8 Modifications not requiring shutdown and those
requiring shutdown

- Comnle*e as soon as practicable

- Must meet license condition schedule, if before
Aopendix P scheduls

- But not later than Appendix R schedule would
require

-- No shutdown required, no later than 80-months
after effective date of Appendix R

- -- Shutdown required, no later than before startup
after first refuelina ovtane that beains at
least 180 davs after effective date of
Appendix R

¢ Dedicated Systems | |
- Onlv one plant (Oconee) approved under Appendix A

- License condition requires completion by
December 1881

- POOR 07 ”“”“”f\'l



STATUS OF FIRE PROTECTION MODIFICATIONS

e o

& /s S

/8 o /8u/& ) &
F/E/& fas ) & J58/88/ &/ &
S/8/8 /88 )8 /55/88/§/ 8
3 S &) T & vo /SO

PLANT NAME S/ & 3 v < “o S/ &/ F
BROWNS FERRY 1,2,3 | © 0 0 NA X X X 0 0
BRUNSWICK 1, 2 0 o | o NA X X X 0 0
D. C. COOK 0 0 0 NA X X X 0 0
COOPER 0 o | o NA X X X 0 0
DAVIS BESSE 1 0 0 0 NA X X X 0 0
FT.ST. VRAIN 0 0 0 NA X X X 0 0
HATCH 1, 2 0 0 v NA X X X 0 )
INDIAN PT. 2 0 0 3 1/81 X X X 0 0
INDIAN PT. 3 0 0 1 8/81 X X X 0 0
KEWAUNEE 0 0 0 NA X X | X 0 o
" OCONEE 1,2,3 0 0 0 NA X X X 0 0
RANCHO SECO 0 0 0 NA X X X 0 0
NINE MILE PT. 1 0 1 1 7/81 X X X 0 0
NORTH ANNA 1 0 0 3 1/81 X X X 0 0
"NORTH ANNA 2 0 o | o NA X X X 0 0
SALEM 1 0 0 0 NA X X X 0 0
SEQUOYAH 1 0 0 0 NA X X X 0 0
TROJAN 0 0 0 NA X X X 0 0
ARKANSAS 1 0 0 0 NA X 0 2
- ARKANSAS 2 0 0 3. 3/81 X 0 2
B1G ROCK PT. 0 0 0 NA X X 0 1
BEAVER VALLEY 1 o | o 4 3/81 X X 0 | 1
CALVERT CLIFFS 1,2 0 2 3 7/82 X 0 6
CRYSTAL RIVER 3 0 4 1 9/81 X 0 3
DRESDEN 1 PRIOR TO STARTUP X 0 2
DRESDEN 2,3 0] ol o | nNa X 0 2



STATUS OF FIRE PROTECTION MODIFICATIONS

(Cont'd.)
meourLEre reackrt | aorn irews
& @
“'S\ § & So & 45\
S/)E) & Jas )& JEE/ 8/ & /&
S/ F/ L &S v J&/EL/ &/ &
/8/ S /588 /SS/FS/ £/ &
PLANT NAME e/ £/ & v /9S8 ) F
DUANE ARNOLD 0 0 ) NA X X X 0 2
FARLEY 1,2 0 0 0 NA X X 0 1
FITZPATRICK 0 0 0 NA X 0 4
FT.CALHOUN 0 0 0 NA X 0 3
R. E. GINNA 0 6 17 6/81 X 0 1
HADDAM NECK 0 ) 0 NA X X 2 2
LA CROSSE 0 0 0 NA X 0 6
MAINE YANKEE 0 0 0 NA X X | 2 4
MILLSTONE 1 0 0 0 NA X 2 2
MILLSTONE 2 0 0 0 . NA X 2 3
MONTICELLO 0 0 4 5/81 "X 3 3
OYSTER CREEK 0 1 0 2/81 X 0 2
PALISADES 0 0 2 10/81 X X 0 1
PEACH BOTTOM 2,3 0 28| 0 2/82 X 3 4
POINT BEACH 1 0 11 ] 3 5/81 X 2 5
POINT BEACH 2 0 11 ] 3 5/81 X 2 5
PILGRIM 1 0 0 1 UNK, "X X X 0 1
PRAIRIE ISLAND 1, 2 0 3 3 - 4/81 X 0 2
QUAD CITIES 1, 2 0 0 0 NA X | X 0 1
H. B. ROBINSON 2 0 0 0 NA X X 2 3
SAN ONOFRE 1 0 4 7 END | X 0 5
- ' OF SEP
ST. LUCIE 1 0 o | O . NA 2 6
SURRY 1 PRIOR TO STARTUP X | 0 | 5
SURRY2 o | o | 4 | 181 X 0 5
THREE MILE ISLAND 1 | PRIOR TO STARTUP 12/81 X 0 2
TURKEY POINT 3/4 0 4| 0 5/81 X 1 3




STATUS OF FIRE PROTECTION MODIFICATIONS

(Cont'd.)
INCOMPLETE 3 BACKFIT
APP, A ITEMS ITEMS APP. R ITEMS
v s
/& o /80 /8 /&
& /9 /&) & &/ S/ L&) &
» N & PN © T/ L & \3
$/8/ 8/ 8 /s /&&/E8/ &/ &
/&)L S8 /) S/85/58/ &/ £
PLANT NAME A3 < “ © < © ~ < <
VERMONT YANKEE 0 0 0 NA X 1 5
YANKEE ROWE 0 2 2 11/80 X X 0 1
X 3 2

ZION 1,2 0 0 0 - NA



FIRE PROTECTION OPEN ITEM STATUS

FIRE PROTECTION
OPEN ITEMS

PLANT NAME

ARKANSAS UNIT 1

ARKANSAS UNIT 2

BIG ROCK POINT

BEAVER VALLEY 1

CALVERT CLIFFS1,2

CRYSTAL RIVER 3 -

DRESDEN 1

DRESDEN 2,3

KIRIXIX
XIXIX| XXX
b 3
X

DUANE ARNOLD

"FARLEY 1,2

FITZPATRICK

FT. CALHOUN

R. E. GINNA

HADDAM NECK

LA CROSSE

X XX XX} x

MAINE YANKEE

X
X
>
X

b1
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FIRE PROTECTION
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-OPEN ITEMS

PLANT NAME

MONTICELLO

OYSTER CREEK

PALISADES

PEACH BOTTOM 2, 3

X

PILGRIM 1

POINT BEACH 1,2
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PRAIRIE ISLAND 1, 2

QUAD CITIES 1,2

H. B. ROBINSON 2

SAN ONOFRE 1

ST. LUCIE 1
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SURRY 1,2

THREE MILE ISLAND 1

TURKEY POINT 3, 4

VERMONT YANKEE
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Key AppenDIX R PrROVISIONS

ApPLICABLE TO PLaNTS WiTH OLs Prior 1O 1/1/79

Not AppLicABLE To FIRE PROTECTION MEASURES
AccepTep By STAFF BASED oN ApPENDIX A TO
RTP 9,5-1 Review

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULES GEARED TO SPECIFIC
REQUIREMENTS AND IMPACT oN PLANT OPERATION.



X

ELemenTs oF THREe Year Fire ProTECTION PROGRAM REVIEW

e Review oF FP-SER vs CURRENT REQUIREMENTS

o SiTE AubiT AND PLANT WALK-THROUGH

- PROCEDURES

RecorD KEEPING

FIRE BRI1GADE

INSPECTION OF FIRE AREAS
EQUIPMENT TESTS

© EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDED ACTIONS



IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

o

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS - RULE + 30 Davs

FP FeaTures INvoLVING MoDiFicaTions, No PRioRr
NRC ApprovaL - RuLe + 9 MoNTHS

FP FEATURES INvoLVING MoDIFICATIONS AND PLANT
SHuTDOWN - FirsT ReFueLING OuTAGE AFTER RULE
+ 6 MoNTHS

ALTERNATE SHUTDOWN - 6 MonTHs ForLLowine NRC
ApprovaAL/F1rsT REFUELING AFTER NRC ApProvAL

DepicaTep ~ 30 Months AFTER NRC APPROVAL



-~
.

.
[y

-
(it}
£z

SPECIFIC ITEMS FOR FUTURE BACKFIT Cons1DERATION

0 FiRe RETARDANT COATINGS
¢© EMERGENCY LIGHTING SYSTEMS

© AssocIiATED CiRcuITs
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‘ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMlSSION T
.September 30, 1980 . wAsHmaTON.D.c.m . $ECY-80-438A
. For: The Commissioners ..:.- :
From: Harold R. Dcnton, Diroctor,. '
Office of Nuc]car Rcactor Ragu1ation
Robert B. Hinogue, Diractor
| Office of Standards Dnvﬂopment ’ & a
Thru: Executive Director for Operitions "L’\J
Subfect: RULE ON FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS OPERATING
PRIOR TO JANUARY 1, 1979 .
Purpose: Comaissfon approval of the Final Rule on Fire Protection Program.
Discussion: On May 29, 1980, the Comﬁfs#ion published in the Federal Register

(45 FR 36082) A Notice of Proposed Rule Making inviting written
suggestions or comments on the proposed Rule by June 30, 1980. As a
result, 51 comment letters were received. The proposed Rule was
modified to reflect these comments. A draft revision of the

final Rule was sent to the Commission on September 19, 1980.

Enclosed {s the staff's proposed final Rule (10 CFR Part 50 §50.48
and Appendix R), fncluding the statement of considerations (Enclosure
A) and the value~impact statement on the above subject (Enclosura B)
for Comnission approval. _- -

This papcr docs not 1nc1ude a d!scussion of aitarnatives because
these complex fire protection {ssues have previously been the subject
of detailed consideration by the Commission and staff and numerous
1{censing actions. The bases for the requirements in the final Rule
are discussed in the statement of considerations. As noted in our
September 19, 1980 memorandum, this Rule allows the grandfathering of
fire protection modifications already approved by the staff. It also
extended the implementation date. The bases for these provisions are
also discussed 1n thc statement of considerations. .

The final Rqu also discusses three issuas that thm NRC staff
believes may.warrant: further ru1emak1ng to "backfit" the related
..;th-uiramcnts of. Appondix R.--

| Ji;vfor fire retardant.coatings as a fire
-d sgnot.. ‘The ongoing replication test

| '-*DUPLICATE DOCUMENT Seyger

oot f'"""‘ '.,'

B Entire document previously :lfand’ supprassion systems. The results of
_;entered into 'system under: . frant .imposing further fire barrier




MEMORANDUM FOR: M. Bender, Chaimn T |
ACRS Subcomittu on Fin Protcction

FROM: Garry G. Youn ~
Iluclnr Engineer
SUBJECT: SUBCOMITTEE ON FIRE PROTECTION MEETING OF JuULY 9, l980

1 have prepared the attached proposcd m’cting sumaw for your review.

Copies are being distﬂbutcd to othcr ACRS wxbcrs for their information
and comment. Corrections and additions wﬂl bo 1nc‘luded in the minutes
of the meeting.

sarry G. Young 3

Nuclear Engineer

Attachment:
As stated

cc: ACRS Members
ACRS Technical Staff
6. Arlotta, SD
Ui,
~Senaroya, NRR

R. Ferguson, NRR

fiEntire'document previously
;“enteredkinto system under-

o one Narn & e e
o




L UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY commssnon
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON RZIACTOR SAFEGUARDS
© *  WASHINGTOW,D.C. 20808

September 11, 1980

',._« .
.

MEMORANDUM FOR: Guy A. Arlotto; Dimctor | _
Division of Engineering Standards

sﬂce ; 'iundsrds Dovclopmnt

FROM: Young
Rnactor Enginur

SUBJECT: ACRS COMMENTS ON PROPOSED FIRE PROTECTION. RULE
(SEC’(-BO 88) -

At the raquest of Mr. M. Bcnder. Chai nﬁn of the Fire Protection Sub-
committee, I am forwmarding a draft of propssed changes to 10 CFR 50,
App:r;ﬂx A, Criterfon 3 which wm be discussed during the 246th ACRS
meeting.

Mr. Bendar has requested that the NRC Staff consider the concept of -

revising Criterion 3 as proposed in the attached, rather than {ssuing

the new proposed rule on fire protection. The attached draft is for- |
warded as an example for discussion and should not be considered an !
ACRS recommendation. The ACRS will be discussing the proposed fire |
protecticn rule during the 246th ACRS meeting on October 9-11, 1980 |
and the NRC Staff {s requested to make a short presentation which

should include some comments on changing Cr'ltnrfon 3 versus adding

the new Appendix R to 10 CFR 50.

Attachment:
As stated

cc: M. Bender, ACRS
~ R. F, Fraley, ACRS

M. Libarkin, ACRS
J. MzKinley, ACRS
D. Notley, SD
R. Farguson, NRR
T. Rahm, EDO
G. Zech, NRR

DUPLICATE DOCUMENT

Entire document previ.
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