December 3, 1385

(Information)
Fer: The Commissioners

From: William J. Dircks
Executive Director fer Operations
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SECY-B85-306A

wbiect: REFORT ON CURRENT FIRE PROTECTION EMFORCEMENT ACTIONS

In a Staff Reqeiremeats Memorandum dated November 6, 1985,

the Commission requested a report from the staff on current fire
pretection enforcemert actions as well as & suggested schedu'e
for affected licensees to comply with Appendix R requirements.
Enclosed 1s a list of sfignificant esforcement actions that have
been taker or are currently pencing as & result of Appendix R
inspections. The suggestec schedule for affected licensees to
comply with Appendix R will be provided in 3 separate paper.

As the staff indicated in SECY-85-306, draft enforcement guidance
on Appendix R was developed in the spring of 1984 and 1t was
determined that until that guidance and the interpretations of

the nile were complesed, enforcemen: actions based upon Appendiy R
should be placed or hold (SECY-85-X6, page 2). Four cases
arisirg more then twc years 3c” and three more recent cases

are in this status. This includes [.C. Cook which would be

perding for other reasons in any event.

In SECY-85-306, the

staff recommended that the Commission direct the staff to use
the guidance as the criteria for en‘orcement of Appendix R
requirements and to proceed to evalsate and issue pending
enforcement cases in accordance wity this guidance.
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SIGRIFICANT APPERDIX R EWFORCEMENT ACT NS

-

FACILITY IKS’.‘IE VIOLATION CLASS BRIEF DESCR: " 10M

EARLY INSPECTIONS

0C COOK 4/9/82

A 82-139

TROJAN - 6/20-24/83
EA 83-85 7/26-28/83

VERMONT YANKEE 8/29/83
EA B4-7 9/2/83

PENDING

S-VIOLATIONS,

SL I11 PROBLEM
$100,000 PROPOSED
ON 9/29/83
RITIGATED 50%
$50,000 IMPOSED
12/19/83

PENDING

111.6.2,3-00T SHUTDOWN COMPONENTS
ROT ADEQUATELY PROTECTED FOR
COMPOREXT COOLING WATER, ESSENTIAL
NI NON-ESSENTIAL SERVICE WMATER,
PLANT ARD CONTROL AIR SYSTEMS,
CONTROL ROOMS 1 AND 2 AND THE
URITS 1 AND 2 CABLE VAIRTS.
JIT.J-1RADEQUATE EMERGENCY LIGHTING
DURATION.  T11.0-INADEQULTE

R.C. PUMP OIL COLLECTION SYSTEM
FOR SSE.

111.6.1,2,3; O« SEPARATION
OF CHARGING PamPS, ASSOCIATED
COOLERS AMD CABLES, RHR PUMPS
AND CABLES, WISC: II1.L.2-W0
SOURCE RANGE ON RC T-HOT/COLD
OUTSIDE COFTROL ROOM. 1I11.0-
EXCESSIVE OIL COLLECTION TANK
LUBE OIL LEAXASE.

111.6.1,2,3- INADEQUATE
SEPARATION 7O PROTECT TRAIN
FOR EQUIPMEN™ AND CABLING
OUTSIDE OF - [MARY
CONTAINMEN
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FACILITY !IS?.‘!E VIOLATION CLASS BRIEF DESCRIPTION

DAVIS-BESSE  9/7-9/8)
EA 83-124

SALEM 12/5-6/83
EA 84-36

RECENT INSPECTIONS

SEQUOYAH 1/14-18/85
EA 85-48

PENDING

PENDING

PEXDING

111.6.2- JWNCTION BOXES In
COMPORENT CDOLING WATER FOR
REDUNDANT TRAIN OF PSS, VALVES
AD IRSTRUMENTS WOT PROTECTED.
111.6.3(a) -IMADEQUATE ALTERRATE
OR DEDICATED SMUTDOMN CAPABILITY
FOR TME CONTROL MOON AND CABLE
SPREADING ROON TMA™ O MOT
SATISFY 6.2. 111.1.1,2,3-
IMADEQUATE ALTERIATE SMUTDOWN
CAPABILITY FOR FM, WS, ARY VALYES,
LOSS OF OFFICE POMER, LOSS OF
PIR MEATERS, DC COLD AND WOT
LEG TEMPERATURE INDICATION.
111.6.1-IMDEQUATE FIRE
PROTECTION FOR AFW. 111.J.-
EMERGENCY LIGHTING DURATION
FOR BATTERIES AND WO LIGHTING
IN SOME ACCESS ROUTES LEADING
SAFE SHUTDOMN MARUAL VALVE
CONTROL STA7:O0MS.

111.6.1-TRADEQUATE SEPARATION
FOR CHARGING PUMPS AREA,
SNITCHGEAR ROOM, INTAXE
STRUCTURE WCC BAY, RS COOLING
FANS, CHILLED MATER PUMP 6.
111.6.2-INADEQUATE SEPARATION
FOR PRESSURIZER MEATER, LEVEL
AXD INSTRUMENTATION CABIKET.
111.6.1,2,3- IMDEQUATE
SEPARATION FOR RHR PUMPS.

111.6.2-36 EXAMPLES OF
IRADEQUATE SEPARATION.
111.6.2-295 CIRCUITS MOT
ADEQUATELY SEPARATED.
111.1.5-13 COLD SHUTDOWM
TRATNS WOT ADEQUATELY
SEPARATED. (FOR THE ABOVE
1.€., AFW, CCW, CYCS,

ESS. RAW COOLING WATER,
S.G. INYENTORY CONTROL,
ONSITE POWER DISTRIBUTION.)
111.J-1MADEQUATE DURATION
FOR EMERGERCY BATTERIES.
111.0-RCP OIL COLLECTION
SYSTEM MOT ADEQUATE FOR SSE.
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FACILITY llS’.‘lE VIOLATION CLASS SRIEF BESCRIPTION

SUER 6/3-7/85
EA 85-101

SUSQUEHARNA  2/11-15/85

PENDING

PENDING

111.6.2.3,0,c-INADEQUATE
SEPARATION JETMEEN CABLE
TRAYS FOR CRARGING PUWP.
111.6.2.2/b-00 ORE-MOUR FIRE
BARRIER FOR 3-SOURCE RASGE
INSTRENTATION CABLES.

TECH SPEC 3.7.10- INOPERABLE
FIRE BARRIERS FOR SWITONEAR
WOoN AMD INTERMEDIATE WILDING
FIRE AREA.

111.6.2./111.6.3

FIRE T0ME ARALYSIS IRSTEAD OF
AREA; RMR-SEPARATION OX BUY
N0 AUTO SUPPRESSION (MAMUAL
ONLY). EQUIPMENT REMOVAL ROOW
OXLY MAD PARTIM AUTO SUPPRESSION.
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MEMORAIDUM FOR , Chief, Fire Protection Section, Chemics!
1neer10g Sronch, Biviston of Engineering, 0ffice of
lear Rosgter Regulation

hy: ¥, 6, eu)a-u. Chief, Oparations) Programs Section, RIIl

FROM: C. Ramsay, Reactor Insgector, R1]] '

SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENTAL BESPOMSE TO SENERIC LETTER MO, $5-01 AND

SECY PAPER NO. 06-306

In & menting of October 29, 1986, with the NRC staff who were originators of
Differing Prefessionsl Opinions ‘s) cancerning the KRC's Fire Protaction
Reguletions, Commissioner J. Asselstine requested that the DPO originators
express their coments veiced during the mtia&vu ssmorandum directly to
the Commission. Ny comments on W“ Letter Wo. 85-01 wera forwarded to you
vis memorandun dated Octchor 29, . These cooments d1d mot reflect my
views en SECY Paper Ne. $6-306, wpich 15 o modified version of Generic Letter
Mo. 05-01. Based on my review of SECY Pagar No. 86-306, | offer the following
sdditions) comments, mest of which were dlecussed in the meeting with
Commissionar Asselstine:

1. Ingpections

Issue: Whether the NRC sheuld perform inspections st plants with
uncompleted modifications at the request of licensees to help
aveid cost)y design and implementation decigions.

Impector Commants: The insppctor fegls that this approach may be usefy)
ir chtafming 14 complfance with the regulation. However,
in view of no p review of » licensen's analyses, 1t {5 not
clasr hew such fegpections should be conducted. In liev of the
previous epproach, which required Yicensees to sudbmit such
aumu of fire Npgard potential and safe shutdown capabdility
L0 MAC 30 that agreemwet on design and feplementation
decis‘ons could b8 resched well fn advance of MRC iInspections,
it 13 not clear M@ Sulh ts will be reached by
individual Inspactnrs In tRis new approach.

For ex:stiing operciing plasts and plants under construction, we

¥ are probedly past the point where 3 sequential approach s
prectical. This may result {n prolonged delays in implemen-
tatfon. In view of this, the iripector suggests that the
proposed allowance for in-house snalyses de tolersted with
three provisions:

e asars A NV vz




Robert Ferguson 4

8. An incorrect or lw{n anplysis be treated the seme os
s fotlure to instal) required fire safety features from an
enforcesent ttandgoint.

b. NRR support be provided for a1 such {aspections and
review of andlyses st the site either as part of the
{nspection process or 33 part of a separate progras. The
1nsmt?r fapls this will be necessary to ensure & modicum
of consis as well as to avoid sfgnificant shortfalls
in staffing Yevels,

¢. A licensee may not request such an inspection unless the
analysis 15 ccmpleted and modificetions sre proposed.

2. Standgrd Fire Protection Ligense Comdition

Issue:

Jispettior

il - -

Whether the p od standard fire protection license condition
is viable in all eperating licenses.

Comments: The inspector feels that the standard fire protection
11canse condition 1is needed for enforceadility of NRC Fire
Protection Guidelines and commitments made to the NRC by
Yicensoes., As ré Yicense condition {n each operating
1icense would elWminate the variations in 1icensing
requirements thet Mve crested prodlems for licensees and NRC
{ngpectors in de@ntifying the operative and enforcesble fire
protection requitements at each facility.

1t the propossl to incorporate the fire protection pro?mn for
o)) plants into ¢he FSAR {5 adopted, the inspector feels that
the nfomubﬂi“ of what the NRC interds by its fire
protection guidelines and requirements may be in question for
the following reasons:

s. Section 1.a. of the draft Enforcement Guidance for Fire
Protection states, In part, "A notice of violation will be
{ssued for @ violation of g requirement. However, failyre
to meet fire protection commitments other than
requirements will be designated fatd

proposed, licensees will commit to comply with RC
guidelines 83 stated In the FSAR in order to comply with
the NRC's fire protection regulations. It will be neces-
sary to clarify the extent that such FSAR commitments are
legally binding to the requlatory requirements delineated
bg 10 CFR 50, néix A, Genersl Design Criterion 3;
10 CFR %0.48 and 10 CFR 50, Appendix R, If this {s done,
failure to implement and mafntain the approved fire
protection program may de appropriately enforceable
10 CFR 50.48 and Appendix R to l% CFR 50.
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d. Under 10 CFR $0,98, 11censees ore permitied to perform
snalyses and oeke modifications to fire protection features
without‘::1’5.=lc review and gpprovel. It apﬁoars that
unless doscriptions are reviewsd by NRR ond
forme1ly sccapted os documentsd in an SER, there will be no
wpy for ﬂw:::n to know what 13 acceptadle. In od-
dition, s me would have to be devised to ensyre that
the accident scenario (postulated fire) for affected fire
areas could mat be changed under 10 CFR $0.59. A detter
approach would be to develop & rule to require compliance
with the fire protection plan descrided in the FSAR,

c. Mithout fire protactien technical specifications, inspec-
tors would have difficuity in determining surveillence
requiressnts and 1imiting conditions for operstion unless
the FSAR described In detat) what surveillance tests would
be performed and what compensstory medsures would be taken
for inoperable or degraded equipment.

3. Draft Enforcement Policy

lssue:

Inspector

Whether the draft enforcement policy, as proposed, reflects the
appropriate reguvistory requirements that are enforceadle,

Commants: The inspector feels that irrespective of which
approaches are t for final implementstion of Appendix R and
the NAC's fire protection requirements, this document should be
revised to reflect the appiicable loqafly binding requirements
and appropriate guidance describing violations and severity
Tove) categories that are commensyrate with the level of
{mportance that the NRC percefves fire sofety.

s

Reactor Inspector




