UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

MAY 03 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director
Division of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: Richard H. Vollmer, Chairman
Fire Prorection Policy Steering Committee

SUBJECT: UPDATED RECOMMENDATIONS ON FIRE PROTECTION POLICY AND
PROGRAM ACTIONS

Background: In a memorandum to Mr. Dircks dated October 26, 1984, the Fire

rotection Policy Steering Committee (SC) provided recommendations designed to
resclve a number of issues associated with fire protection policy and imple-
mentation of fire protection features for nuclear power plants. In response to
the Committee's recommendations, Mr. Dircks directed certain actions by memo-
randum to you and Messrs. Stello and DeYoung dated December 10, 1984, including
release of the SC's work for public comment. The purpose of this memorandum is
to provide you the SC's recommendations and guidance documents for your action
in completing items one and four of the memorandum of Decsmber 10. The SC's
recommendations and guidance documents on fire protection have, to some extent,
been altered by the actions directed and the current status of the issues
involved.

Discussion:

1. The report of the SC was released to the public, and as of April 15, 1985,
13 lTetters of public comment had been submitted. The individual public
comments, except for four that were received very late, and their reso-
lution have been reviewed by the Steering Committee and are included in
Enclosure 1. As a result of these comments, those received from NRC
Offices and Regions, and in consideration of the current status of some of
the issues, a number of changes to individual SC recommendations have been
made.

The SC has carefully evaluated its previous recommendation regarding an
expedited inspection program for reviewing fire protection compliance.
Although we still believe that an expedited fire protection inspection
would be beneficial, because of resource constraints the SC has modified
its recommendation to place more emphasis on the priority selection of
plants to be visited within current resources allocated for fire protec
tion. The SC recommends that, while continuing the present program of
inspection of plants completing their Appendix R modifications and thnse
plants close to receiving an operating license, the regions be given
flexibility to inspect plants where implementation problems are believed
to exist. In addition, the staff shouild support a licensee's request for
an inspection which may avoid costly design and implementation decisions
with which the staff may disagree. This is particularly important since
*he Interpretations of Appendix R gives the licensee more implementation
flexibility without prior staff review.
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The proposed Generic Letter on Fire Protection to be issued as a generic
letter to all licensees and operating license applicants has been revised
in several areas:

(a) The inspection program discussion reflects the recommendations
indicated above.

(b) Documentation recessary to show compliance with fire protection
requirements has been clarified.

(c) The application of quality assurance to fire protection has been
clarified. Although the SC believes that the QA requirements of
GDC-1 are applicable to fire protection features, the QA provisions
in most fire protection programs, in addition to the recent proposed
rulemaking on important to safety, provide sufficient near and long
term assurance in this area.

(d) Section F has been added to provide rationale for a standard license
condition and to request licensees to submit this standard fire
protection condition as a license amendment.

The revised Generic Letter is included as Enclosure 2.

Very minor changes have been made to the Interpretations of Appendix R and
the Guidance for Enforcement Action concerning fire protection require-
ments. These revised documents are included as Enclosures 3 and 4.

A number of changes to the question and answer package have been made as
a result of public comments and comments from other NRC offices. The
revised guidance document is included as Enclosure 5.

The SC has reviewed and approved a proposed standard license condition
and several proposed technical specification changes based on fire
protection requirements. These changes were developed in order to
promote consistency of fire protection requirements at all operating
reactors whether they are covered under Appendix R or not. These
documents are included as Enclosures 6 and 7.

Recommendations .

a'

Promptly issue the enclosed Generic Letter (Enclosure 2) with the
Interpretations of Appendix R, Responses to Industry's Questions,

and the Fire Protection License Condition as enclosures. Note that the
Commission wishes to review this guidance before it is issued to industry.

Conduct fire protection inspections in accordance with currently allocated
fire protection resources. Regional workshops should be conducted in order
to provide latest information to inspection teams. A referee team should
be established to promptly settle disagreements between the licensee and
inspection teams.
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c. Endorse a standard fire protection license condition in accordance with
Enclosure 5 to all future operating licenses and encourage licensees
to review their licenses to conform.

d. Utilize the proposed technical specifications where appropriate in
future operating licenses and as guidance to the NRR tech spec Improve-
ment Project for inclusion in their current effort.

e. Adopt the guidance in Enclosure 4 as the agency criteria for enferce-
ment of fire protection requirements. Following adoption of this
gquidance, pending fire protection enforcement cases should promptly
be processed by IE.

To keep you informed of status on approved recommendations and other fire
protection matters, the Steering Committee will make periodic reports to you
on this matter.

For the Fire Protection Policy
Steering Committee:
Original Signed By:
Richard H. Vollmer

Richard H. Vollimer, Chairman
Enclosures:

1. Resolution of Comments on Recommendations of the Fire Protection
Steering Committee

2. Revised Generic Letter 84-01
3. Revised Interpretations of Appendix R
4. Revised Enforcement Guidance on Fire Protection Requirements
5. Proposed Standard License Condition Regarding Fire Protection Requirements
6. Proposed Revised Technical Specifications Regarding Fire Protection
7. Revised Questions and Answers Regarding Fire Protection
cc w/enclosures:
. . F. Rosa, NRR cc w/o enclosures:
S5 Richardson W. Shields, ELD  W. Dircks, EDO
W. Johnston, NRR V. Stello, DEDROGR
V. Benaroya, NRR
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ENCLOSURE 1

RESOLUTION OF COMMENTS CN THE RECOMMENDATIONS
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PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Nuclear Utility Fire Protection Group: Letter from J. M. McGarry
to H. R. Denton datad February 14, IEES.

Comment (A.1): Schedular Relief

“The discussion at pages 1-Z of the draft Gemeric Letter
indicates that schedular relief under 10 C.F.R. § 50.48 can no
lTonger be obtained. The Group is concerned that this
discussion could be read as precluding the filing of scheduiar
exemption requests under 10 C.F.R. § 50.12. It is the Group's
understanding from discussions with the Staff that schedular
exemptions under 10 C.F.R. § 50.12 continue to be available
despite the expiration of the Section 50.48 deadlines. To
avoid any misunderstanding, the Group would recommena that the
Staff's Generic Letter state explicitly that the filing of a
schedular exemption request under Section 50.12 is not
precluded by the expiration of the Section 50.48 deadlines."®

Resolution:

The NUFPG comment indicates a misunderstanding of the Steering
Committee recommendation on schedular exemptions, which have always
been issued under 10 CFR 50.12. The Steering Committee recommended
that no further schedular exemptions be granted, and that schedules
(for licensees whose 50.48 deadlines have passed) will be set in
the enforcement context. Therefore, their understanding that
schedule 2xemptions would still be available if this recommendation
is adopted is not correct. However, this does not preclude the
filing of a schedular exemption request under 10 CFR 50.12 based on
a justified "living schedule" which has been approved by the NRC.
The proposed Generic Letter has been revisea (footnote, Pg. 2) to
clarify this point.

Comment (A.2;: Inspection Process

a) This comment addresses the Steering Committee recommendation
for an accelerated fire protection iaspection program and
presents reasons why such inspections should be postponed until
the new guidance package has been reviewed and approved by the
Commission. The conclusion of this comment states:

“For these reasons, we believe that the most efficient use

of Staff and licensee resources would result from postponing
the inspections (absent a safety concern or an indication of
readiness on the part of the licensee) unti]l the new
interpretations and guidance have been reviewed and approved by
the Commission. 2/"
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b)
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The above cited footnote states:

"2/ In connection with the discussion of the inspection
process, the Group strongly supports the Steering Committee's
recommendation regarding the establishment of a referee team,
headed by seniur NRR management, to resolve significant
differences between inspection personnel and the licensee. The
Group understands that the resolution of such differences will
be accomplished expeditiously by the referee team, with a
decision issued generally within one week, but in any event
before the inspection report would be released."

Resolution:

a)

b)

The inspection program will be conducted as expeditiously as
present resources allow with priority given to utilities not
yet inspected and these requesting early inspections.

The understanding of the NUFPG regarding the cemposition and
expected performance of the "referee" team is correct. If

the recommendaticn for formation of a referee team is approved
by the Commissior, the substance of this comment will be in-
cluded in 1ts Cnarxer.

Comment (A.3): Documentation Regquired to Demonstrate Compliance

"---Tne propcsed Generic Letter states [at paco 3)-
Failure to have such an evaluation available for

an area where compliance with Appencdix R is mot

readily demonstrated will be taken a: prima facie evidence
that the area does not comply with NRC reouirements, and
may result in enforcement action. 3/ (Emp-asis added.)

It is the Group's understanding from our discussions with

the staff that the term "readily demonstrated" is intended to
include situations where compliance is apparent by
observation. Thus, if compliance with Appendix R is apparent
by observation of the featurcs in questizn, failure to have an
evaluation available will not e ron:zidered evidence of
noncompliance. With this understanding expressly incorporated
into the Generic Letter, the Group has 10 cbjection to this
part of the proposed Generic Letter."



Resolution:

The understanding is correct. The proposed Generic Letter and the
Guidance for Enforcement Actions have been revised to incorporate
the NUFPG understanding.

1.1.4 Comment (A.4): Quality Assurance Requirements

This comment takes exception to the introductory sentence to
section D of the proposed Generic Letter which states: “Fire
protection systems must meet the requirements of General Design
Criterion 1 of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50." Specifically, the
objection is to the citation to GDC 1 because this impacts the
current rulemaking regarding the safety ciassification issue, i.e.,
the important-to-safety vs. safety-related controversy. It further
states that the QA guidance provided in BTP CMEB 9.5-1 {also cited
in the propesed Generic letter) is adequate for this purpose and
has generally been followed in the industry. Therefore, it recom-
mends deletion of the citation to GDC-1.

Resolution:

This comment is considered valid. The references to GDC-1 can be
deleted without loss of the point being made regardinag adequate QA
for fire protection equipment. The rulemaking now in progress on
the safety classification issue will clarify that licemsees are
expected to carry out QA commitments already present im the FSAR
and other licensing documents. The proposed Generic Le*ter has
been revised to delete reference to GDC 1 and to more completely
describe the appropriate QA guidance.

1.1.5 Lomment (B.1): Size of the Fire

This comment recommends that the Interpretations of Appendix R

be revised to include guidance concerning the size of am assumed
initiating fire. Specifically, it is recommended that the following
footnote be added to Section 2, Fire Damage:

“For purposes of the fire protection program,
Staff practice has been to assume a relatively
small amount of combustible material as the
initiation source, i.e., absent special
considerations indicating high or low potential
combustible initiators, typically in the range of
5 gallons of flammable iiquid.”
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we do not concur in this recommendation. Guidance concerning the
size of an assumed initiating fire could be helpful in evaluating
the fire severity within a fire area in a mechanistic way. How-
ever, the proposed guidance is not representative of expected
transient combustibles in most plant areas, does not specify the
configuration of the transient fuel and incorrectly states the
staff practice.

The expected transient combustibles vary throughout the plant.

For example, in some areas, the expected transient combustible may
be 0il; however, the amount and configuration of the o0il would be
dependent on the reason for it to be there. In the control room,
paper (drawings and computer runs) and plastic scrap is the expected
transient. In cable spreading rooms, cables and cable drums have
been the most prevalent transient combustibles identified. Om the
refueling deck, wood and polyethylene sheets would be expected. In
other areas, drums of plastic (protective clothing) are present.
Each configuration of these transient combustibles poses a different
threat because of the differing characteristics of fire growth, fire
duration and heat release rate.

The present guidelines recommend that the appropriate transient com-
bustible for the particular area be considered. The Fire Hazard
Analyses are based on this assumption. Therefore, the proposed
addition was not incorporated.

Comment (B.2): Fire Area Boundaries

This comment questioned whether each individual unsealed opening
in a fire barrier must be evaluated, and stated that it was their
understanding ".... that the staff would permit an evaluation of
openings by groups, e.g., according to size of the openings and
distance from comburtible material.”

Resolution:

The stated understanding is not correct. Unsealed openings should
be grouped by the fire barrier which they penetiate. The evaluation
of the overaii effectiveness of the barrier should then consider the
size and distribution of these openings, the combustible lecading,
and the proximity of such loading on both siues of the barrier.

A clarifying revision to the Interpretatiuns has been rade .

Comment (C.1): General Guidance

The comment stated the uiderstanding that Section 1E of the Guidance
for Enforcement Actions Corcerning Fire Protection Requirements does
not require a separate 1ist of safe shutdown equipment; that “the
necessary equipment need only be identifiable from the fire hazards
analysis and SERs."
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Resclution:
This understanding is correct. No revision ic considered necessary.

Comment (C.2): Severity Categories

The comment stated the understanding that the word "dedicated" used
in Sections 2.A, 2.B and 2.C of the Guidance for Enforcement Actions
Concerning Fire Protection Requirements "is meant to refer to the
equipment identified in the fire hazards analysis for safe hot or
cold shutdown."

Resolution:

This understanding is correct. A clarifying revision to that
effect has been made.

Comment (D.1): Current Requirements

The comment states that the proposed license condition is unnecessary
for plants licensed prior to January 1, 1979 because license condi-
tions were issued upon completion of the staff's review of con-
formance to the positions in Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1; that for
plants licensed after January 1, 1979, a license condition has been
imposed; that ali modifications must be reviewed and reported pur-
suant to 10 CFR 50.59; and that 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73 provide
relevant reporting requirements. Therefore, adequate enforceability
is already present without aiditional actions.

The comment also recommended that the response to Question 8.3 (which
inquired whether an exemption is required from Appendix R sections
other than I11.G, II1.J and I11.0 for future modifications that do
not comply with such sections) be changed from "yes" to "no." This
was based on the interpretation of Appendix R as not requiring
exemptions for modifications that were made to features which were
approved by the staff under Appendix A of PTP APCSB 9.5-1. The
Statement of Considerations to Appendix R (435F276602, Nov. 19, 1980)
was cited to support this.

&egg_l_utiun:

A standard licerse condition is considered necessary for the following
reasons. The license corditions which were imposed on plants

licensed prior to January !, 1979 only addressed the modifications
that were required. Those parts of a plant's fire protection

program including the fire hazards analysis, found acceptable by

the staff in the Fire Protection Safety Evaluation Report with nc
modifications necessary were not addressed by the license condition.
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The NRC has found during inspections that some licensees do not con-
sider the Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 items of their fire pro-
tection programs as binding and have either changed them or ignored
them. For planis licensed after January 1, 1979, while all such
plants have a license condition regarding fire protection, the scope
of what is covered by the condition and the wording of the condition
varies widely. This results in varying degrees of compliance and
uneven enforcement. Therefore, we believe that a “standard license
condition" is necessary for consistent and fair regulation. How-
ever, the license condition has been revised to include specific
identification of the documents providing the basis for the license
condition.

Regarding the applicability of 10 CFR 50.59, in many cases, includ-
ing all plants licensed pricr to January 1, 1979, the fire pro*téction
program and the fire hazaras analysis are not described in the FSAR.
Therefore, the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59 are not directly appli-
cable. Accurdingly, the license condition has been revised to
specify the applicability of 10 CFR 50.59 for the evaluaticn pro-
cess and 10 CFR 50.71(e)(2) for the reporting process. Addi-

tional revisions are described in comment resolutions 1.1.10 and
1.1.11.

Regarding the comment on Question 8.3, this comment is not con-
sidered valid. The cited Statement of Considerations does not
address the applicability of Appendix R in regard to modifica-
tions made to features previously approved by the staff. The
staff position in this regard is clearly supported by 10 CFR
50.48(b). A revision to the response to Question 8.3 has been
made to clarify this point,

1.1.10 Comment (D.2): Hearing Requirements

Under the proposed license condition, any change to the program

must be analyzed for its effect on overall fire protection s:fety.
Even minor modifications such as adding one cable to a room or a
change in the location of a fire extinguisher would have to be
analyzed, and, if found to lower the level of fire protection, no
matter how minor, would require a license amendment with full notice
and hearing rights, an expensive and time-consuming process with-
out a commensurate benefit to safety. Therefore, the proposed
Ticense condition should not be adopted.

Resolution:

The proposed license condition has been revised to make it clear
that only those changes to the fire protection program that
“significantly" decrease the level of fire protection would require
prior Commission approval and a license amendment; changes which do
not “"significan*ly" decrease the level of fire protection may be
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made in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59 and reported annually with FSAR
revisions as required by 10 CFR 50.71(e).

Comment (D.3): Section 50.59

In regard to paragraph 3 of the proposed license condition the
comment states:

a) "---that the requirement to submit the supporting analyses
would impose an undue paperwork burden on both the licensees
and the Staff. Significantly, Section 50.59 does not require
actual submittal of the analyses performed in accordance with
that section. Instead, licensees report to the NRC annually
pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 50.71(e) (2) on what Section 50.59
changes have been made. We would recommend that 2 similar
procedure be used for fire protection changes, ani therefore
would recommend not imposing a requirement for acrual submittal
of the analyses."

b) "---there is no safety reason to require that "All changas to
the approved program" be reported to the NRC amnually. For
example, changing the location of a fire extinguisher or adding
one cable to a room may have no practical bearing on safety.
Yet, pursuant to the license condition as postured, it may reed
to be reported. We maintain that such a requirement is unjusti-
Tied and unwarranted."

Resolution:

a) The proposed license condition has been revised to remove the
requirement for submittal of the analyses and to specify the
applicability of 10 CFR 50.59 and 10 CFR 50.71(e).

b) It is not intended that changes that “---have no practical bear-
ing on safety" be reported; i1t is expected thet licensees would
exercise reasonable judgment in this regard. A revision was made
to indicate this intent.

Comment (E): Standard Technical Specifications

The comment supports the Steering Committee effort to revise the fire
protection Technical Specifications to the extent that it is directed
toward simplifying and generalizing them to be more workable. It
recommends that any proposed TS changes be reviewed as part of the
overall staff consideration of Technical Specifications in general,
and requests an opportunity to comment on proposed changes.



The course of action to be followed should be defined by the Steering
Committee. The ontions available are:

(1) Include the revised fire protection Technical Specifications
in the package being submitted for CRGR review and subsequently
for Coomission approval.

This option would provide a complete package for "resolution"
of the fire protection issue; the "Commissiom approved" fire
protection TS could then b2 incorporated in the STS without
delay, and imnlementation in OLs and Oks cuuld proceed
immediately.

(2) Handle the fire protection Technical Specifications separately
(from the CRGR/Commission package), i.e., submit the proposed
revision to the Technical Specification Review Group (TSRG)
(E. Butcher) for eventual inclusion in the STS.

It is our understanding that the TSRG is presently revising the
STS to include all clarifying changes which reflect present
practice and which will not require CRGR review. The TSRG
intends to make substantive type changes, which will then be
submitted to the CRGR on a single issue basis, at a later date.
The proposed fire protection TS changes are in this second
category. Therefore, CRGR approval and subsequent implementa-
tion of the TS on OLs and ORs would be delayed significantly.
Also, the direct Commission approval afforded by option (1)
would not be available to support backfitting the revised TS

on ORs.

(3) Defer action on fire protection TS until some action is taken
by NRR on the recommendations of the Technical Specification
Improvement Project (TSIP) (S. Bryan [formerly under
D. Beckham]) which are scheduled for September 1985.

This option has the same detrimental aspects in regard to
implementation of the TS as option (2) except that the delay
involved would probably be greater.

It is recommended that option (1) be selected. It is also recom-
mended that the TS not be issued for public comment, unless so
directed by the Commission. Substantive changes to Technica’
Specifications normally only require CRGR revicw,
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Comment (F.1): Question 3.2.3 (Fire Door Modifications)

The comment notes that according to UL and FM any modification of
a fire door will invalidate its label. Therefore, the following
portion of the response to Q3.2.3, "An exemption is required if
fire doors installed in a fire barrier used to satisfy Section
IT1.6.2 are modified such that the labeled rating no longer
applies," could be interpreted to require an exemption for modifi-
cations to incorporate security hardware or flooding protection.
It is recommended that the response be revised to state that an
exemotion is required only after a boundary analysis which considers
the fire loading on both sides of the boundary shows that adequate
margin no longer exists.

Resolution:

The ccmment is va'id. To be consistent with Section #4 of the
“Interpretations,” the response to Q3.2.3 has been revised to in-
dicate that evaluation of fire door alterations is part of a fire
boundary analysis not requiring an exemption.

Comment (F.2): Question 3.6.2 (Intervening Combustibles)

The comment notes that the response to Q2 . 7 classifies cables in
covered cable trays as "intervening combu: - Tes® while the response
to Q3.6.3 states that cables in conduit are 1)t considered inter-
vening combustibles. It is recommended that tne respomse to Q3.6.2
be revised to state that "--cable in fully enclosed cable trays does
not constitute an intervening combustible for Appendix R purposes."

Resolution:

The response to Q3.6.2 has been revised to state tnat cables in cable
trays which do not hive solid sheet metal bottom sides and top ar:
considered intervening combustibles. The respunse to (3.6.3 has been
revised to state that cables in metal conduits or in cable trays or
raceways which have solid sheet metal bottom, sides and top are not
considered intervening combustibles.

Comment (F.3): Question 2.6.3 (Unexposed Combustibles)

“The response to this question states that oil in closed
containers that conform to NFPA Standard 30 is not considered
an intervening combustible, while oil in sumps is so
considered. The Group believes that oil in closed sumps should
be treated as equivalent to oil in NFPA Standard 30 containers,
and therefore should not be classified as an intervening
combustible. The Group does not object, however, to
classifying oil in open sumps as an intervening combustible."
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Reso'ution:
The comment is valid. The requested ~evision has been made.

Comment (F.4): Question 5.3.8 (High Impedance Faults)

The comment questioned the need for including multiple high
impedance faults in associated circuits subject to fire damage in
short circuit coordination studies; Section 111.6.2 of Appendix R
was cited as expressly "not" requiring consideration of multiple
high impedance faults.

Resolution:

The comment is not valid. Section I11.G.2 does require considera-
tion of "hot shorts" and “shorts to ground," and these terms encom-
pass high impedance faults. Given a major cable fire, multiple high
impedance faults will probably occur. However, the response to
05.3.8 was revised to clarify staff practice in regard to when short
circuit coordination studies need or need not be performed. The
revision also corrected the typographical error identified in the
comnt .

Comment (F.5): Question 8.11 (Plants Licensed After January 1, 1979)

“The response to Question 8.11 states that plants licensed

after Januvary 1, 1979 are subject to, inter alia, BTP CMEB
9.5-1. Some plants in this category, however, were licensed

to the APCSB version of BTP 9.5-1 rather than the CMEB version.
There are some material differences between the two versions,
and if a plant that was licensed to the APCSB version were
required to follow the CMEB version, exemption requests and
modifications could be necessary. We expect the response

was merely an oversight on the Staff's part. We would recommend
modifying the response to Question 8.11 to read: 'BTP CMEB 9.5-1
or BTP APCSB 9.5-1, if so provided as part of a license condi-
tion or lizensing commitment, which includes....'"

Resolution:

The comment is valid. A revision hes been made to clarify this
point. '

Comment (F.6): Question 8.19(a) (Exemption Requests)

"There appears to be an oversight in the response to

Question 8,19(a). That response contains a cross-reference to
the responses to Question 8.21.1 through 8.21.6, but the
responses referred to do not appear in the document. We
understand that the Staff will add the promised responses. The
Group reserves the right to comment when these responses are
provided."
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Resolution:

The cited cross-reference has been corrected to read "--response
to Questions 8.19.1 through 8.19.4."

Ouke Power Company: Letter from H. B. Tucker to the Secretary
of the Comm?ssgon dated February 14, 1985. (Endorses the NUFPG
comments and provides the following specific comments )

Comment (1): Quality Assurance Requirements

The comment states that reference to GDC 1 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50
in Section D of the proposed Generic Letter is clearly inappropriate,
and that "The QA program for fire protection should be reviewed to
requirements of the GDC 3, BTP or SRP as applicable."

Resolution:

This is included in the resolution of comment 1.1.4 above.

Comment (2): Question 3.2.1 (Fire Barrier Qualification -
cceptance Criteria

"Staff Position is that maximum heat transfer (sic) across a
penetration seal, subjected to ASTM-E119 Fire Endurance test,
is 325°F.

Comment - 1) ASTM-#119 criteria is 250°F above ambient which
frequently is greater than 75°F, 2) Appendix R, Section
[TT.M, states acceptance criteria for temperature as
"...sufficiently below the cable insulation ignition temper-
ature...'. This interpretation (the staff's position [added])
is clearly contrary to the intent and verbage of Appendix R."

Resolution:

1) The response to Q3.2.1 clearly states that 75°F is generally
recognized as an acceptable norm. No revision is warranted.

2) Question 3.2.1 addresses criteria for qualification of cable
tray fire wrap material while Section [I1.M.2 of Appendix R
addresses criteria for qualification of cable penetration
seals. While Section III.M.2 fs not explicitly applicable to
cable wrap material, applicability is implied. Therefore, we
have revised the response to Q3.2.1 to clarify that a qualifi-
cation criterion less than 325°F may be justified by an analysis
demonstrating that the maximum recorded temperature is
sufficientiy below the cable insulation ignition temperature.
Also see resolution 1.3.1,
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Comment (3): Question 3.3.4 (Cable Tray Support Protection)

“Staff Position is th?t '...cable trgy supports should be
protected regardless (emphasis added) of whether there is a
sprinkier system...'.

There is no technical basis for this arbitrary position. If

a sprinkler system is provided and functions {as it is apparently
given credit in reducing fire barrier rating from 3 hours to

1 hour), the environment will be cooled below the temperature

at which cable tray supports will be affected by heat fatigue.

In addition, each area should be reviewed individually to assess
combustible loadings and other factors to determine if a
potential fire could generate sufficient heat tc affect

cable tray supports."”

Resolution:

The comment is not entirely justified in that the quoted portion
of the staff position is preceded by "In general,® and is followed
by two conditions (one based on qualification tests performed and
the other on structural analysis performed) under which cable tray
supports need not be protected. However, the staff agrees that a
clarification regarding the analysis to be performed is desirable.
The response to Q3.3.4 has been revised accordingly.

Comment (4): Question 3.8.4 (Control Room Fire Considerations)

The staff position in the response to Q3.8.4 does not reflect staff
practice during Appendix R inspections.

“The Staff Position is '...that the only manual action usuvally
credited in the control room by this analysis is the reactor
trip. Any additional control room actions deemed necessary
would have to be justified under the exemption process. '

Comment - During a recent Appendix R inspection we demonstrated
the control room abandonment portion of our Hot Standby Opera-
tions procedure to Region II, ONRR and BNL representatives.

We demonstrated reactor trip, turbine trip and main feedwater
manual trips (in case automatic signals did not function
properly). This is reasonable since the control room does

not instantly become uninhabitable. There was no question
during the inspection about the capability to trip all of the
subject systems therefore the new interpretation should be
changed to agree with actions which have been reviewed and
accepted."

Resolution:

The comment is valid. The response to Q3.8.4 has been revised
accordingly including removal of "Any additional control room
actions deemed necessary would have to be justified under the

exemption process.”
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Comment (5): Question 5.1.3 (III.L Backfit)

“The question is Why do Staff Interpretation memoranda
(emphasis added) regarding the criteria for satisfaction of
Section III.L. form the auditable basis for determining com-
pliance to Appendix R...?

Comment - The response fails to address the rationale for
considering Staff interpretative memoranda as part of the Rule.
If necessary, the Rule should be so amended.*

Resolution:

The response does provide the basis for the applicability of Section
ITI.L of Appendix R. Because the bases cited in the response are
deemed sufficient, there is no need for a rule change. Addition-
ally, it should be noted that the explicit portions of "interpretive
memoranda" describe methods acceptable to the staff for demonstra-
ting conformance to Appendix R. This does not preclude licensees
from proposing and justifying other methods, e.g., see Section
Process Monitoring Instrumentation, of the Interpretations of
Appendix R.

Comment (6): Question 5.2.4 (Post Fire Procedures Guidance Documents)

“The question pertains to Staff guidance documents of post fire
operating procedures. The response is that there is no guidance
other than criteria of Section III.L.

Comment - Licensees need to know the criteria used for evaluating
post fire shutdown procedures. In addition, without criteria how
do various inspection teams plan to conduct consistent reviews?"

Resolution:

[t is our judgement that the responses to Questioms 5.2.1, 5.2.2, and
5.2.3 are appropriate and that the criteria for operating procedures
in III.L are sufficient. As indicated in the aforementioned
responses the methods for meeting these criteria are the option of
each licensee. The inspection process will be flexible in this
regard as long as the licensee can show compliance with the criteria
of Section III.L. The preceeding sentence has been added to the re-
sponse to Q5.2.4.

Comment (7): Question 9.3 (NTOL Inspections)

"Pesponse states that NTOL's will be subject to Appendix R
inspections.

Comment - This is inappropriate for stations reviewed to
technical requirements of Standard Review Plan 9.5.1 which
differ significantly from requirements of Appendix R,
Sections III.G and III.L."
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Resolution:

The staff is aware of only one significant difference between
Sections III.G and III.L of Appendix R and the corresponding posi-
tions in BTP CMEB 9.5-1 which is part of Standard Review Plan 9.5.1.
See response to Question 8.11 in "Appendix R Ques*ions and Answers.,"
Comment (8): General Question

"For stations previously inspected, will inspection results be
modified to meet these new interpretations (i.e., will addi-
tional findirgs evolve based on new published interpretations)?"

Resolution:

For plants previously inspected and which have no remaining open
fire protection items in an Inspection Report already issued, the
answer is no. For previously inspected plants where open 1items
remain in an issued Inspection Report, the new interpretations will
be used in subsequent inspections performed to close out the open
items. In plants where an inspection has been made but the
Inspection Report has not yet been issued, the new interpretations
will be used as a basis for any findings. It is recommended that the
Steering Committee include the preceeding resolution in its report.

Toledo Edison Company: Letter (#1127) from R. P. Crouse to
H. K. Denton 3:505 February 14, 1985, (Endorses the NUFPG comments
and provides the following specific comments)

Comment (1): Question 3.2.1 (Acceptance Criteria)

"The discussion in response to Question 3.2.1 of the draft
Generic Letter 85-01 states as follows (page 14):

‘Conduit and cahle tray enclosure materials accepted

by the NRC as 1 hour barrier prior to Appendix R (e.q.,
some Kaowool and 3M materials) and already installed

by the licensee need not be replaced even though they
may not have met the 325°F criteria. However, new
material should meet the 325°F criterion. Justificatiom
of temperatures which exceed 325°F is required.'

It is Toledo Edison's determination that the final quoted
sentences should be modified to read, 'However, newly
identified conduit and cable trays requiring such wrapping
should use new material which meets the 325°F criterion

or justification should be provided of temperatures ex-
ceeding the 325°F criterion,'

Utilizing the different wording would prevent situations
occurring, such as one condiit undergoing repair being
partially wrapped by two Jiffering materials,"
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Resolution:

The comment is valid. The proposed revision, with an editorial
change, has been made. Also see resolution 1.2.2.

3.3.2 Comment (2): Question 5.3.8 (Short Circuit Coordimation Studies)

“The response to Question 5.3.8, concerning Short Circuit
Coordination Studi:s, states:

‘Clearing such faults on non-essential circuits
may be accomplished by manual breaker trips
governed by written procedures.'’

The word non-essential may allow misinterpretation with ro'ard
to essental vs non-eSsential circuits, Egass 1E vs. Non-Class
IE circuits, etc. It is Toledo Edison's understanding that all

loads gg* ;!agiggd to achieve and gglng%ln sgf* sh¥gg¥!!. which
may fault and cause hig nce grou au ripp of the

supply breaker may be opened allowing reenergizing of the bus
supply power. Toledo Edison, therefore, recommends that the
words 'non-essential circuits' be removed and replaced by
'‘associated circuits which may effect safe shutdown'."

Reso'ution:
The recommended revision has been made. Also see resolution 1.1.16.

: Letter (BECo 85-037) from W. D. Nnrﬂ»gton
o H. [, r. dated February 22, 1985, (Requests a 30-day
:xtcmiot)t of the comment period and provides the following specific
comments

1.4.1 Comment (1): Schedular Relief

The comment points out that a ”livtng schedule” including fire pro-
tection modifications beyond the 10 CFR 50,48 deadlines has been
approved by the NRC. And that, therefore,

1.4

“The Steering Committee recommendation to follow the schedule
dictated by 10 CFR 50,48 without grnntinq the extensions already
filed with the NRC will make the fire protection medifications
the highest priority, This will preclude the evaluation of
other safety fssues which could be equal or higher in safety
priority than fire protection."”

Resolution:

The comment s valid, Section A of the proposed Generic Letter has
been revised to clarify that schedular exemptions based on NRC
approved ”l1v1nx schedules are avatlable and would be 1ssued under
10 CFR 50,12, Also see resolution 1.1.1.
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Comment (2): Quesiion 3.6.2 (Intervening Combustibles)

Same as comment 1.'.14,
Resolution:
Same as resolution 1.1.14,

Comment (3): Questior 4.1 (I1lumination Levels)

“Section 4.1, "I1 umination Levels", the clarification states
‘'where a licensee has provided emergency lighting per Section
IT1.J of Appendix 1, we would expect that the licensee verif

by field testing ttat this lighting is adequate to perform t‘o
intended tasks'. The term 'adequate lighting' could be inter-
preted differently Ly the licensee and the inspection staff.*

Resolution:

[t is expected that the licensee and NRC inspection staff would use
reasonable engineering julgement to arrive at a mutually acceptable
assessment of "adequate lighting." No revision to the Q4.1 response
was deemed necessary,

Comment (4): Question 7.1 (Fire Protection and Seismic Events)

“Item 7.1 of Enclosure ¢ clarifies the guidelines for the
seismic design of fire protection systems in relation to

the reactor coolant pump lube oil system, and those situa-
tions where seismic events are assumed to be initiators of

a fire. The NRC response does not address the intent of the
question but establishes ¢uidelines for the seismic design
of fire protection systems. Boston Edison takes exception
to this clarification and : tates that a seismic event is not
considered concurrent with a fire and the fire protection
systems are not seismically designed."

Resolution:

It 1s agreed that all or parts of fire suppression systems are not
sefsmically dosi?ned. The ETP poiitions cited indicate what con-
siderations should be given to se smic design of these systems
(Also, see response to Q7.2)., Certain items, such as the RCP lube
ofl system and the hydrogen lines, were addressed specifically with
regard to seismically induced fire. In both these cases, the fire
protection measures specified do no- fnvolve a fire suppression
system, The BTP CMEB 9.5-1 cited ir the response does not apply to
plants reviewed and approved prior t) the issuance of that BTP.

The responses to Q7.1 and 7.2 have boen revised to make this clear.
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Northeast Utilities: Letter (A04606) from W. G. Counsil to

H.

R. Denton dated March 1, 1985, (Endorses the NUFPG comments

and provides the following specific comments)

Comment (1): Proposed License Condition

2)

b)

c)

a)

This comment quotes the following excerpt from Section II.
Regulatory Philosophy of NUREG-0885 Issue 4, U. S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission Policy and Planning Guidance 1985:

"The Commission intends to shift its regulatory emphasis
away from detailed, prescriptive requirements toward
general design and performance criteria."

and states that "While much of the fire protection policy
steering committee report runs contrary to the above quoted

Commission policy, the proposed license condition is the most
significant one."

Section 2 of the proposed license condition would require a
license amendment for minor changes to the fire protection

program having no safety significance (Essentially the same
as comment 1.].10).

Section 3 of the proposed license condition would impose
reporting and review requirements for fire protection greater
thar those associated with other elements of operating a
nuclear facility (Essentially the same as comment 1.1.11).

Resolution:

The staff acknowledges th2 merit of the cited Commission policy
guidance in general. However, it should be recognized that in
the case of fire protection GOC-3 has provided "general design
and performance criteria", and that the reguiation of fire
protection requirements solely on that bas.s has proven in-
effective.

As a result, the Commission determined, aftsr analyzing the re-
sults of the Browns Ferry fire, that the more prescriptive re-
quirements embodied in the BTF and subsequertly in Appendix R

to 10 CFR 50 were necessary, and established the present
regulatory requirements, The proposed license condition adds

no new requirements., It only identifies in the license the

fire protection program committed to by the licensee and ac-
cepted by the staff in previous reviews. It also includes an
allowance for changes to be made to that program by the licensee
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without Commission approval, and a method for keeping record of
such changes.

b) See resolution 1.1.10.
c) See resolution 1.1.11.

Comment (2)/Resolution: Schedular Relief

Same as comment 1.1.1, and same resolution.

Comment (3)/Resolution: Quality Assurance Requirements

Same as comment 1.1.4, and same resolution.

Comment (4)/Resolution: Documentation Pequired to Demonstrate Compliance

Same as comment 1.1.3, and same resolution.

Comment (5a)/Resolution: Question 3.2.3 (Fire Door Modifications)

Same as comment 1.1.13, and same resolution.

Comment (5b): Question 3.1.1 (Fire Area Definition)

"The response to this question, referring to 10CFR50 Appendix R
Section II1.G.3.b, indicates that, for safety-related equipment
and associated cabling the licensee must '(p)rovide the design
criteria for protection of such equipmen* against inadvertent
operation, careless operation or rupture of extinguishing
systems.' In contrast the regulation itself addresses

'rupture or inadvertent operation of fire suppression systems.'



o If »

Reference (3) quoting 1L.FR50 Appendix A General Design
Criterion 3 (GDC) state: '(f)ire fighting systems shall be
designed to ensure that their rupture or inadvertent operation
does not significantly impair the safety capability' of
sifety-related equipuert. We believe that the inclusion of

the additional criterion of 'careless operaiion,' is inappropri-
ate. It 1s not clear what additional concern the NRC intends
for licensees to address by inclusion of this term."

Resolution:

The comment is valid. The words "careless operation" have been
deleted.

KMC, Inc.: Letter from P. F. Riehm to H. R. Denton dated
February 14, 1985,

Comment/Resolution:

Same as comment 1.1.4, and same resolution.

Virginia Power: Letter (85-112) from W. L. Stewart to
H. a. Denton dated February 14, 1985,

Comment :

The comment focused on the approach the Commission should take in
achieving its fire protection goals rather than on specific mech-
anisms for doing so. It states, based on experience, that fire
protection "---i5 a living evolving issue that does not lend itself
to definitive guidance nor swift ccmpliance."

Favorable views on the Steering Committee recommendations are
expressed as follows:

"We are encouraged by such recommendations as: establishing
referees to resolve significant differences that arise during
inspections, inspection team workshops, expediting inspections
to obtain a clearer understanding of the status of industry in
achieving compliance, and designating a central point of con-
tact within NRC to resolve internal conflict. We believe that
recommendations such as these reflect not only our experience
with fire protection, but indicate that NRC also recognizes
that guidance must continue to evolve, that interpretations
will change, and that exceptions to the regulations will arise
and need to be addressed."”
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However, the following reservations in regard to the recommendations
are cited:

“On the other hand, we are cencerned by such recommendations

as: elimination of schedular exemptions, more aggressive and
expedited enforcement actions, and more regulation (i.e.
standard license conditions, and apparent new requirements

(e.g. meeting GUC-1). We believe that recommendations such as
these fail to recognize the nature of the fire protection issue.
It is not reasonable to expect that fire protection issues will
be resolved and compliance will be achieved solely through
mandate. The history of fire protection in the nuclear ndustry
provides ample evidence to support this. Rather, they will be
resolved and achieved throuugh better understanding and continued
active communication between NRC and industry. The issuance of
the Steering Committee's policy recommendations for comment is

a positive step in that direction and we encourage the NRC to
continue in this manner.,"

In summary, the comment states:
“---and we encourage the NRC to adopt the Steering Committee's
policy recommendations that supporc resolution of fire
protection issues through understanding and communications."
Resolution:
The comment is acknowledged. The approach being taken by the
Steering Committee is, we believe, in accord with the thrust of this

comment and is consistent with the overall fire protection objectives
of the Commission.

New York Power Authority: Letter (IPN-85-08, JPN-85-15) from
C. K. NcNeilT fo H. R, ﬁonton dated February 23, 1985, (Endorses
the NUFPG comments and provides the following specific comments).

Comment/Resolution:

The comments are essentially the same as comments 1.1.1 and 1.1.2
(and 1.2.8), and 1.1.3, and the same resolution,

Georgia Power Compa;xg Letter (NED-85-088) from L., T, Gucwa to
H. R, Denton dated February 14, 1984, (Endorses the NUFPG comments
and provides the following specific comment),

Comment/Resolution:

Same as comment 1.1.2, and the same resolutien,



ENCLOSURE 2

GENFRIC LETTER ON FIRE PROTECTION
TO ALL LICENSEES AND APPLICANTS FOR OPERATING LICENSES

Gentlemen:
SUBJECT: [IMPLEMENTATION OF FIRE PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS

In the Spring of 1984, the Commission held a series of Regional Workshops on
the implementation of NRC fire protection requirements at muclear power plants.
At those workshops, a package of recently-developed NRC guidance was dis-
tributed to each attendee which included NRC staff responses to industry
questions and a document titled "Interpretations of Appendix R.* The cover
memo for the package explained that it was a draft package which would be
issued in final form via Generic Letter following the workshops.

The guidance approved by the Commission {s appended to this letter, and 1s in
the same format as the draft package, 1.e., "Interpretations of Appendix R"
and responses have been modified from the draft pcckago. and a number of in-
dustry questions rafsed at or subsequent to the workshops have been added and
answered, This package represents the official agency position on all issues
covered, and where this guidancc differs from previously tssued guidance (in-
cluding Generic Letter 83-33) on this subject, this guidance takes precedence.

In the lettered sections below, some additional topics are covered which also
bear on the interpretation and implementation of NRC fire protection require-
ments. The topics are: (A) schedular exemptions, (B) revised inspection
program, (C) documentation required to demonstrate compliance, (D) quality
assurance requirements applicable to fire protection systems, and (E) notifi-
cation of the NRC when deficiencies are discovered,

A.  Schedular Exemptions

The Appendix R implementation schedule was established by the Commission in
10 CFR 50,48(c), promulgated together with Appendix R in November of 1980,
Allowing time to evaluate the need for alternative or dedicated shutdown
systems, which require prior NRC approval before installation, and time for
design of and NRC review of such systems, the Commission envisioned that
implementation of Appendix R would be complete in four to five years, or
approximately by the end of 1985, Many schedule extensions were Brantod b{
the staff under the "tolling proviston,"” 50.48(c)(6), and under 10 CFR 50,12,
the longest of which now extends into 1987, Some licensees have proceeded
expeditiously to implement Appendix R and are now finished or nearly finished
with that effort, Others have engaged in lengthy negotiations with the staff
while continuing to file requests for schedu'e extensions, <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>