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FORWARD

The United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission (USNRC) has solicited the support of Sandia 
National Laboratories (SNL) in the review of licensee submittals associated with fire protection 
and electrical engineering. This letter report represents the second report in a series of review 
reports associated with submittals from PECO Energy for the Peach Bottom Atomic Power 
Station (PBAPS) and the Limerick Generating Station (LGS). The subject submittals are related 
to the assessment of the ampacity derating impact of Thermo-Lag 330-11 fire barriers when 
installed on cable trays, conduits, junction boxes, and cable gutters. The original licensee 
submittal was reviewed by SNL as documented in a letter report of September 23, 1997. Based 
in large part on SNL's findings, a Request for Additional Information (RAI) was forwarded to the 
licensee by the USNRC on November 14, 1997. The objective of the current review is to assess 
the adequacy of the licensee's response to this RAI as documented in a licensee submittal of 
March 13, 1998. This report document SNL's findings and recommendations The original 
documents were submitted by the licensee in response to USNRC Generic Letter 92-08 and a 
subsequent USNRC Request for Additional Information (RAI). This work was performed as 
Task Order 4, Sub-task 5 of USNRC JCN J-2503.  

'Thermo-Lag 330-1 is a registered trademark of Thermal Sciences Inc.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Objective 

In response to USNRC Generic Letter 92-08 and a subsequent USNRC Request for Additional 
Information (RAI) of June 22, 1995, PECO Energy provided documentation of the methodology 
that the licensee intends to utilize in assessing the ampacity derating factors associated with its 
installed fire barrier systems. The methodology is to be applied at both the Peach Bottom Atomic 
Power Station (PBAPS) and the Limerick Generating Station (LGS). SNL was asked to review 
the licensee's submittals under the terms of a general technical support task ordering agreement 
JCN J-2503, Task Order 4, Sub-task 5. The original licensee submittal review by SNL was 
documented in: 

- Letter, G. A. Hunger, Jr., PECO, to the USNRC Document Control Desk, March 24, 
1997 with two attachments.  

SNL's findings based on a review of this submittal were documented in a letter report to the 
USNRC dated September 23, 1997. Based in large part on the SNL findings, the USNRC 
forwarded a second RAI to the licensee on November 14, 1997. The licensee has now responded 
to this RAI via the following submittal: 

- Letter, G. D. Edwards, PECO Nuclear, to the USNRC Document Control Desk, 
March 13, 1998 with two attachments.  

The objective of this report is to document SNL's findings and recommendations based on a 
review of the above licensee submittal to assess the adequacy of the licensee's response to resolve 
the identified technical concerns.  

1.2 Overview of the Licensee Ampacity Derating Approach 

The licensee approach is based on a direct application of ampacity derating factors (ADFs) to 
tabulated ampacity limits for the installed cables. The ADF values to be used will derive from one 
of two sources: 

- For plant configurations which correspond to configurations tested by other members 
of the industry, PECO will directly apply the experimentally determined ADF value.  

- For untested configurations, the licensee applies a thermal model to assess the clad 
case ampacity limits and determines an ADF value for the application based on a 
comparison of the calculated clad case ampacity to tabulated nominal ampacity limits 
for the same application. The intent is that these ADF values would then be applied to 
each cable in the given application.  

The SNL review has focused on the licensee thermal modeling approach and its technical validity.  
The direct application of a test-based ADF to like configurations is considered common and 
acceptable practice, so long as a sufficient basis for "thermal similarity" is established (one of the 
RAI items relates directly to this question). In this submittal, the licensee has not provided
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specific case examples to illustrate the in-plant application of either method; hence, no judgements 
in this regard have been made by SNL.  

1.3 Organization of Report 

Section 2 provides a very brief review of the licensee thermal model and identifies the areas of 
technical concern identified by SNL in our previous review. Section 3 considers the licensee 
response to each of the identified RAI items. Section 4 summarizes the SNL findings and 
recommendations. Section 5 identifies the referenced documents.
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2.0 THE LICENSEE THERMAL MODEL

2.1 Objective of this Section 

This section provides a brief overview of the licensee thermal modeling approach and summarizes 

the related technical concerns identified in SNL's 9/97 review. For a more complete discussion of 

the thermal model and the basis for SNL's concerns, refer to the SNL letter report of September 

23, 1997 as cited above.  

2.2 Summary of the Modeling-Based Approach 

Recall that the intent of the licensee thermal model was to analytically predicted fire barrier ACF 
values for untested configurations. It is apparently intended that the same basis model will be 
applied to both single tray or single conduit configurations and to unique configurations such as 
multiple raceways in a common fire barrier envelope. This could include combinations of trays 
and conduits, boxed conduits (as compared to conduits clad with pre-formed conduit sections of 
the barrier material), and clad electrical enclosures such as junction boxes and wire-ways. The 
model is also intended to treat barrier enclosures that include concrete walls as one or more sides 
of the barrier system.  

It is quite clear that no licensee, nor indeed even the industry as a whole, could perform enough 
tests to encompass all such applications. It has consistently been SNL's recommendation that 
when one must assess these types of unique installations, thermal modeling is the most 
appropriate and only viable approach. Given this "global" view, the questions which remain are 
the issues of the modeling details, avoiding optimism in the model implementation, overall 
technical acceptability, and validation. It is these questions that have been the focus of SNL's 
review.  

2.3 Model Implementation 

The ultimate objective of the PECO methodology is to predict the ampacity derating factor (ADF, 
or equivalently, the ampacity correction factor ACF), for a specific raceway (conduit, cable tray, 
junction box, etc.) in a given fire barrier installation. In practice, the licensee analyzes a "generic" 
raceway using the specific as-installed barrier configuration information. That is, the raceway that 
is analyzed is assumed to carry a roughly equivalent cable fill (as compared to the actual installed 
raceway) but the fill is assumed to be made up of a single size of cable for which tabulated 
ampacity limits are readily available (rather than a mixture of cable sizes and ampacity loads).  
This approach, for example, ignores the effects of load diversity on ampacity limits, and this is one 
source of conservatism in the model. All cables that make up the raceway fills are assumed to be 
energized while in reality, not all of the installed cables will be energized at any given time. It is 
important to note that the physical factors associated with the fire barrier and the physical 
arrangement of the raceways within the barrier are based on the as-installed conditions. SNL 
noted no specific concerns regarding this aspect of the general approach.  

Estimating the ADF requires two bits of information; namely, the clad and baseline case ampacity 
limits. The role of the thermal model in this process is to estimate the clad case ampacity limit for 
the "generic" raceway in the given fire barrier configuration. The corresponding baseline limit is
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taken from standard industry tables of cable ampacity (IPCEA P-46-426 [1] and ICEA P-54-440 
[2]). The ADF is then based on a comparison of the predicted clad case ampacity limit to the 
nominal tabulated baseline ampacity limit for the same "generic" raceway. This same ADF value 
would then be applied to baseline ampacity limits for specific installed cables for a final assessment 
of ampacity loads.  

2.4 Summary of Initial Review Findings and Recommendations 

As was noted by SNL in our 9/97 review and in the review of other licensee submittals, the 
comparison of thermal modeling based clad ampacities to tabulated baseline ampacities can be a 
very tenuous and potentially inappropriate approach to assessment. In this context the technical 
concerns focus primarily on issues of consistency between the clad and baseline case analyses and 
adequate validation. These concerns did weigh heavily in SNL's findings and recommendations.  
SNL also identified a number of technical concerns related to the actual implementation of the 
thermal model and the selection and implementation of the modeling correlations. The following 
summarizes the findings and recommendations that were cited in SNL's initial review as 
documented in the 9/97 letter report.  

With regard to the thermal model, in general, SNL found that the PECO thermal model was well 
documented and did account for all of the significant thermal effects of interest. With a limited 
number of potential exceptions, as noted below, SNL found that the licensee utilized appropriate 
assumptions and correlations. Based on a review of the case examples, the model appears to have 
been implemented consistent with the text discussion, and SNL was able to reproduce the licensee 
numerical results for certain selected case examples.  

There were, however, specific areas of technical concern identified by SNL that might contribute 
to optimism in the model results. In addition, SNL was unable to determine how certain aspects 
of the heat transport problem were handled for applications involving junction boxes and cable 
gutters. It was recommended that the licensee be asked to address these concerns as follows: 

- SNL found that the licensee treatment of internal convection was potentially 
inappropriate and optimistic. Two points of specific concern were identified: 
- The licensee treated internal air spaces using correlations intended for the 

analysis of open unobstructed surfaces which may be optimistic.  
- The licensee treated heat transfer for multiple heat sources in a common 

enclosure independently rather than simultaneously and this was cited as an 
optimistic practice.  

- SNL found that in the analysis of radiative heat transfer for stacked cable trays, the 
licensee apparently intended to utilized a generic value to characterize tray-to-side 
panel radiation view factors for intermediate (blocked) trays. However, the cited 
value was not shown to conservatively bound the anticipated value of this coefficient, 
and was non-conservative for the one relevant example case cited in the licensee 
submittal.  

- SNL found that an inadequate basis had been established for the application of the 
thermal model to junction boxes and cable gutters.
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As noted above, validation of the licensee's modeling approach was considered by 
SNL to be a critical concern. However, SNL found the included licensee validation 
studies to be unconvincing and inadequate. SNL recommended that the licensee be 
asked to document validation results for a number of specific test cases for which data 
was readily available. In particular, it was recommended that additional validation for 
cases involving multiple raceways in a common enclosure was needed,
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3.0 THE LICENSEE'S RAI RESPONSES

3.1 RAI Item 2.1 a: Treatment of Internal Convection 

3.1.1 Synopsis of Concern 

The licensee was requested to either justify or modify the treatment of internal convection for the 
fire barrier systems based on use of external convection correlations rather than confined space 
correlations.  

3.1.2 Synopsis of the Licensee Response 

The licensee has provided arguments justifying its continued application of the external surface 
correlations for internal convection. The reasons given include: 

- The typical barriers being analyzed "have large and often irregular internal spaces" 
which do not conform to the configurations generally considered in the confined space 
correlations, hence the film coefficient approach is more "appropriate." 

- The impact of using the confined space correlation was found to increase the net 
convective coefficients by "about 10 to 20%." (Note that this shows the licensee 
treatment is actually more conservative.) 

- Given the relative role of convection in the overall heat transfer, a 20% change in the 
convection coefficient increased the ADF by about one-half of one percent. (Again 
with the licensee approach being the more conservative.) 

- The incremental benefit to be gained is "well within the uncertainties introduced into 
these analyses due to approximations elsewhere." 

3.1.3 Assessment of Response Adequacy 

The licensee response is adequate to resolve the identified concern. In particular, the licensee has 
demonstrated that their approach is actually more conservative in net effect than would be use of 
the SNL recommended confined space correlations. This somewhat unexpected result can be 
directly attributed to the licensee's choice of a very conservative value for the leading coefficient 
used in the cited open surface convection correlation. Recall that the licensee uses the same 
correlation for all surfaces regardless of orientation and chose a conservative leading coefficient 
for the general correlation to reflect an average or composite value. This was noted in SNL's 
9/97 review as a generally conservative practice. In the current submittal the licensee has clearly 
demonstrated that this approach is conservative in comparison to confined space treatments.  

3.1.4 Recommendations 

SNL recommends that no further action on this RAI item is required.
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3.2 RAI Item 2. lb: Simultaneous Heat Transfer

3.2.1 Synopsis of Concern 

It was noted in the 9/97 review by SNL that the licensee had treated the heat transfer between 
each raceway and the inner surface of the barrier as independent for each raceway rather than 
simultaneous for all raceways even when the problem involved multiple raceways in a common 
enclosure. This was cited as a non-conservative approach. The licensee was asked to justify or 
modify this practice. An SNL recommended approach to the resolution of this problem was 
suggested.  

3.2.2 Synopsis of the Licensee Response 

The licensee response reiterates in part its original position in this regard. However, the licensee 
also states that the SNL recommended approach of apportioning the inner surface area of the 
barrier between the various commodities for the convective analysis will be incorporated into the 
model.  

3.2.3 Assessment of Response Adequacy 

The licensee has incorporated SNL's recommended "fix" for the cited concern. SNL also notes 
that the licensee new validation studies which include the "fix" (see RAI item 2.2b below) also 
support acceptance of the modified methodology. Hence, SNL finds that the licensee response is 
fully adequate to resolve the identified concern.  

3.2.4 Recommendations 

No further action on this RAI item is recommended.  

3.3 RAI Item 2.1c: Radiation View Factors 

3.3.1 Synopsis of Concern 

The licensee assumptions regarding radiation view factors was cited as inappro priate and non
conservative. The licensee was asked to either demonstrate and use a conservative bounding 
value for the view factor or to calculate view factors on a case by case basis.  

3.3.2 Synopsis of the Licensee Response 

The licensee cites that view factors will be calculated on a case by case basis.  

3.3.3 Assessment of Response Adequacy 

The licensee response is fMlly adequate to resolve the identified concern.

7



3.3.4 Recommendations

No further actions on this RAI item are recommended.  

3.4 RAI Item 2.1d: Junction Boxes and Cable Gutters 

3.4.1 Synopsis of Concern 

The licensee was asked to further explain and justify its approach to the analysis ofjunction boxes 
and cable gutters.  

3.4.2 Synopsis of the Licensee Response 

The licensee has clarified its treatment of these commodities. In particular, the licensee has 
provided a physical description of each, has explained the treatment that is provided, and has 
provide a technical justification for the cited approach.  

3.4.3 Assessment of Response Adequacy 

The licensee response is fully adequate to resolve the identified concerns. Given the physical 
descriptions provided, SNL finds the licensee treatment is acceptable and appropriate.  

3.4.4 Recommendations 

No further actions on this RAI item are recommended.  

3.5 RAI Item 2.2a: Validation for Conduits 

3.5.1 Synopsis of Concern 

The licensee was asked to provide additional validation for the conduit thermal model, in 
particular, for multiple conduits in a common enclosure.  

3.5.2 Synopsis of the Licensee Response 

The licensee has applied the thermal model to several of the available conduit ampacity 
experiments, including in particular, the TVA multiple raceway tests. The results as cited by the 
licensee illustrate generally conservative estimates of the derating impact. Of the cases 
considered, the licensee concludes that in only two of the seven cases were optimistic results 
obtained, and in these two cases the level of optimism was quite modest.  

3.5.3 Assessment of Response Adequacy 

SNL has examined the licensee validation case studies in some detail as documented in 
Appendix A to this report. Based on this review, SNL finds that the licensee approach to the 
validation studies was fundamentally inconsistent with the intended approach to the evaluation of 
in-plant application. This renders the cited validation studies inappropriate and inadequate.
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In particular, the validation cases were not evaluated in the same way that in-plant applications 
would be evaluated in practice. The validation study ADF results were base on the measured 
baseline ampacity values from the tests whereas, in practice, such data will not be available; hence, 
the in-plant applications will depend on standard ampacity tables for the determination of baseline 
ampacity. SNL has reevaluated the validation cases by nominally correcting this flaw and 
recalculating ADF predictions using tabulated baseline ampacity limits. (There is some 
uncertainty in the SNL assessments versus the intended PECO practice because the licensee has 
not fully documented its approach to the assessment of conduit baseline ampacities; hence, we 
have cited this work here as a "nominal" correction of the analysis.) 

The results of the SNL re-analyses do not reflect well on the proposed method. The "corrected" 
ADF predictions were significantly optimistic for three of the four single conduit cases and for 
two of the three multiple conduit cases originally considered by the licensee. It was also noted 
that the actual results would be heavily dependent on the choice of how the baseline ampacity 
limits were actually determined. SNL's assessments were based on application of the IPCEA P
46-426 or NEC 1996 tables, which appear nominally consistent with the licensee approach.  

The underlying concern that has not been addressed by the licensee is the consistency of the clad 
case model with the assumptions used to determine the baseline case ampacity. As discussed 
further below, for cable trays these concerns have been addressed. However, for conduits there is 
no assurance provided that such consistency has been achieved. As was noted by SNL in our 
original review of 9/97, establishing this consistency is critical to the validity of the licensee 
approach.  

3.5.4 Findings and Recommendations 

SNL finds that the licensee validation studies are insufficient to support acceptance of the 
proposed analysis method for conduit applications. Further, SNL finds that when the same set of 
validation cases is examined in a manner nominally consistent with the actual intended application 
practice, significantly optimistic estimates of the ADF impact resulted for five of the seven cases 
considered.  

The fundamental flaw in the licensee validation studies is that the validations were not performed 
in a manner consistent with the intended in-plant applications. In terms of the thermal model 
itself, the underlying concern is the apparent lack of consistency between the thermal model and 
the baseline ampacity tables for conduits. The SNL re-analyses of the validation cases illustrate 
that this consistency is apparently lacking the conduit cases. Further interactions to address the 
optimistic nature of the SNL re-calculated results is recommended. In particular, it is 
recommended that the licensee be asked to either: 

- implement a corresponding and self consistent thermal model for the analysis of the 
conduit baseline ampacity values (this is quite simple given the work already 
performed) and to base the ADF estimates on the comparison of two self-consistent 
ampacity limits, or 

- demonstrate the acceptability of the current method using a validation approach that is 
fully consistent with the intended application practice (i.e., ADF's should be based on 
comparison of the model-based clad ampacity to a standard table-based baseline
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ampacity where the method of analysis for the baseline ampacity is consistent with that 
used to assess in-plant cables).  

In either case, it is further recommended that the licensee be asked to re-examine the validation 
cases using the full approach to analysis as it will be applied in the analysis of actual in-plant 
applications. This should include the analysis of the tested fire barrier systems using "generic" 
representative cable fills for which the baseline ampacity limits can be readily obtained from the 
standard tables as intended in practice. Under these conditions, the licensee should demonstrate 
that the ADF values can be reproduced without significant optimism in the results.  

3.6 RAI Item 2.2b: Validation for Cable Trays 

3.6.1 Synopsis of Concern 

The licensee was requested to provide additional validation of the cable tray calculation methods 
through comparison of the proposed methods to available test results.  

3.6.2 Synopsis of the Licensee Response 

The licensee has provided validation results for three case examples. One involves a baseline tray 
with no barrier, the second a single wrapped cable tray, and the third is the three-tray stack test 
performed by TVA.  

3.6.3 Assessment of Response Adequacy 

The licensee's validation studies have been reviewed in detail by SNL as documented in Appendix 
A of this report. In the case of the cable tray applications, SNL finds that the licensee validation 
studies are adequate. In particular, the licensee has demonstrated that: 

The cable tray modeling assumptions are conservative for the baseline case as compared to 
the standard ICEA P-54-440 ampacity tables.  

For single tray configurations, the modeling results quite accurately predicted the ADF 
impact, and indeed, the actual clad case ampacity measured in the test.  

For the TVA three tray stack test, the thermal model provided a very conservative estimate 

of the ADF impact.  

3.6.4 Findings and Recommendations 

SNL finds that the cited validation studies have adequately addressed the identified concerns as 
applied to cable tray applications. SNL recommends that the licensee modeling approach be 
accepted for application to multiple tray configurations.
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3.7 RAI Item 2.3: Use of Industry Data

3.7.1 Synopsis of Concern 

The licensee was requested to verify that the cited industry ampacity derating values for test 
configurations were applicable to the Peach Bottom and Limerick installed fire barriers. The 
licensee was specifically asked to consider the physical features of the installed versus tested 
barriers as they might impact ampacity performance.  

3.7.2 Synopsis of the Licensee Response 

The licensee has stated that the use of industry test results in only relevant for the Limerick 
analyses as no such values were applied at Peach Bottom. For the Limerick single cable tray and 
single conduit applications a comparison table is provided that compares the installed versus 
tested barrier systems.  

3.7.3 Assessment of Response Adequacy 

The licensee response is fully adequate to resolve the identified concerns. The information 
provided does indicate that application of the cited industry data to the Limerick fire barriers is 
appropriate.  

3.7.4 Findings and Recommendations 

SNL finds that the licensee has adequately resolved the identified concerns. No further actions on 
this RAI item are recommended.
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4.0 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SNL finds that the licensee has adequately addressed all of the RAI questions raised in the 
USNRC RAI of 11/97 with one important exception. The exception is related to RAI Item 2.2a 
and the issue of validation for the conduit applications. With regard to the conduit analysis 
methods: 

SNL finds that (1) the licensee validation studies are insufficient to support acceptance of 
the proposed analysis method for conduit applications and (2) the validations were not 
performed in a manner consistent with the intended in-plant applications. SNL supplemental 
analyses demonstrate (1) an apparent lack of consistency between the thermal model and the 
baseline ampacity tables for conduits and (2) a significantly optimistic performance when 
exercised as-intended for in-plant applications.  

Further interactions to address the optimistic nature of the SNL re-calculated conduit validation 
results is recommended. In particular, it is recommended that the licensee be asked to either: 

- implement a self consistent thermal model for the analysis of the conduit baseline 
ampacity values (this is quite simple given the work already performed) and to base 
conduit fire barrier ADF estimates on the comparison of two self-consistent model 
based ampacity limits, or 

- demonstrate the acceptability of the current method using a validation approach that is 
fully consistent with the intended application practice (i.e., estimated ADF's for the 
validation cases should be based on comparison of the model-based clad ampacity to 
standard table-based baseline ampacity limits where the methods used to determine the 
baseline ampacity are consistent with those used to assess in-plant cables).  

In either case, it is further recommended that the licensee be asked to re-examine the conduit 
validation cases using the full approach to analysis as it will be applied in the analysis of actual in
plant applications. This should include the analysis of the tested fire barrier systems using 
"generic" representative cable fills for which the baseline ampacity limits can be readily obtained 
from the standard tables as intended in practice. Under these conditions, the licensee should 
demonstrate that the ADF values can be reproduced without significant optimism in the results.
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Appendix A: Examination of the Licensee Validation Case Studies

A. 1 Objectives 

The objective of this appendix is to review and assess the licensee validation case studies as 
presented in Attachment 2 of the licensee submittal. The discussion is divided into two sections.  
Section A.2 considers the three cable tray cases cited in Table A-5.1 of the licensee submittal and 
Section A.3 considers the conduit cases cited in Tables A.5.2 and A.5.3 of the submittal.  

A.2 Cable Tray Validation Cases 

A.2.1 Case 1: Single Unprotected Tray 

This case is documented in the second column of Table A. 5.1 in the licensee submittal. The case 
deals with a single cable tray with no fire barrier installed (only the baseline case is considered).  
This is the only case that provides a direct comparison of the licensee model to the standard 
ampacity tables for cable tray baseline applications.  

There is a minor discrepancy in the cited results for this case. The licensee cites in the summary 
table that the cable diameter assumed in the analysis is 0.72" and that there are 46 cables present.  
However, an examination of the supporting calculation sheet, Table A.5.5, reveals that the actual 
simulation assumed a cable diameter of 0.90" and just 30 cables present. Both lead to an assumed 
cable depth of fill of 1". This point is quite important because the two cases would not have the 
same baseline ampacity. If the cable parameters cited in Table A.5.1 were correct, 0.72" and 46 
cables, then the baseline ampacity would be 44A rather than the cited 55Ak However, using the 
cable parameters cited in Table A.5.5, 0.90" and 30 cables, the 55A baseline current is correct.  
Given the final estimated ampacity from the thermal model of 51.8 A this is quite a significant 
difference. It would appear that this is a simply typographical error in the preparation of Table 
A-5.1. It would appear that the actual analysis used the cable assumptions that correctly 
correspond to the cited baseline ampacity; hence, the cited conclusions are valid. No specific 
recommendation are made to further resolve this minor discrepancy.  

The one significant factor illustrated by this case is that the licensee thermal model is conservative 
in comparison to the ICEA P-54-440 standard ampacity tables. This conservatism likely derives 
from the licensee's use of a more conservative (i.e., lower) thermal conductivity value for the 
cable mass as compared to the value assumed in the standard, and potentially to the more 
conservative treatment of convective heat transfer. In general, all other factors in the analysis are 
consistent with the ICEA assumptions including the fact that the licensee has not credited the side 
rails in the analysis.  

SNL finds this case example to be an important element of the validation studies. The 
demonstration of conservatism (or at the least a lack of optimism) in comparison to the standard 
ampacity tables is quite critical to the licensee approach. This is because in practice, the ampacity 
tables will be used to determine the baseline ampacity while the thermal model will be used to 
predict clad ampacity. Recall that the higher the baseline ampacity, the more severe the derating 
impact. In this case use of the standard tables yeilds a higher baseline ampacity and hence a more 
conservative ADF. If the licensee were to use the model to predict both the clad and baseline
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cases, a more optimistic ADF would result. Hence, this case is critical to demonstrating that the 
licensee practice will be conservative given the current thermal model and the current modeling 
approach.  

A.2.2 Case 2: Single Clad Cable Tray 

This case is presented in the third column in Table A.5. 1. The case considers a single clad cable 
tray as per the tests performed by Texas Utilities Electric (TUE). Note that there were no 
discrepancies noted between the supporting calculation sheet in Table A.5.6 and the summary 
information in Table A.5. 1.  

There is, however, one minor discrepancy in the cited results. This relates to the manner in which 
the baseline ampacity has been assessed for the validation study as compared to how the value 
would be obtained in practice. The calculation as shown in the table assumes the baseline 
ampacity using the measured value from the TUE tests, 23.1 A. However, in practice the licensee 
approach is to assess the baseline ampacity using the ICEA tables. Hence, to properly assess the 
performance of the thermal model in comparison to the test, the licensee should apply the ICEA 
baseline ampacity compared to the calculated clad ampacity (rather than the measured baseline 
compared to the calculated clad).  

The difference in this case is quite modest. The ICEA baseline ampacity 22.7 A as compared to 
the measured value of 23.1 A. This changes the calculated derating factor (ADF) to 31.2% 
versus the calculated value originally cited in the table of 32.4% and the measured value of 
31.6%. The "corrected" ADF is quite consistent with the test data and is only very modestly 
optimistic. The overall conclusion of the case remains valid, namely, the model did perform well 
for this simple case.  

A.2.3 Case 3: Three Tray Stack 

This case is presented in the fourth column in Table A.5. 1. The case considers a stack of three 
cable trays, of which two are powered, as per a test performed by Tennessee Valley Authority 
(TVA). Note that there were no discrepancies noted between the supporting calculation sheet in 
Table A.5.7 and the summary information in Table A.5. 1.  

There is, however, one minor discrepancy in the cited results. This relates to the manner in which 
the baseline ampacity has been assessed for the validation study as compared to how the value 
would be obtained in practice and is essentially the same as the discrepancy discussed for case 2 
as discussed in A.2.2 immediately above. In this case, however, the actual ICEA baseline 
ampacity is slightly higher than that measured in the TVA tests. In particular, the measured 
baseline arnpacity was 26.19 A (as cited by the licensee) but the ICEA ampacity is 27.6 A. This 
translates into a more conservative ADF of 44.4% using the ICEA baseline ampacity as compared 
to the licensee cited result of 41.4% and the test result of 35.5%. , 

This case clearly indicates that for this particular multiple tray configuration, the thermal model is 
conservative. This conservatism likely derives at least in part from the fact that heat transfer 
through the lower unpowered tray is not credited in the thermal model, but would be a factor in 
the tests.
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A.2.4 Summary of Tray Validation Insights

There were some minor discrepancies noted in the cited validation results: 

- In case 1 there were some apparent typographical errors in the summary table results which 
did not impact the fundamental validity of the case study.  

- In cases 2 and 3 the licensee assumed the baseline ampacity using the value measured in the 
test when in practice the licensee would use the standard tables of ampacity to assess the 
baseline ampacity. When the results were re-calculated by SNL, the change was found to be 
either very modest (case 2) or resulted in a more conservative result than that shown in the 
table (case 3). This minor discrepancy did not impact the validity of the licensee 
conclusions.  

Hence, SNL finds that the general conclusions of the licensee are valid, and that the validation 
studies reflect quite favorably on the thermal model as currently applied to cable trays. In 
particular, SNL finds that the cable tray case validation studies cited by the licensee are sufficient 
to show that: 

- The modeling assumptions are conservative for the baseline case as compared to the 
standard ICEA P-54-440 ampacity tables.  

- For single tray configurations, the modeling results quite accurately predicted the ADF 
impact, and indeed, the actual clad case ampacity measured in the test.  

- For the TVA three tray stack test, the thermal model provided a very conservative estimate 
of the ADF impact.  

Based on these results, SNL recommends that the licensee modeling approach be accepted for 
application to tray configurations.  

A.3 Conduit Validation Cases 

The licensee has presented results for a total of seven conduit cases. The cases range from single 
conduits in an enclosure to as many as six conduits in a common enclosure. All are based on tests 
performed by TVA.  

Note that SNL finds the licensees validation studies for each of the conduit cases to be flawed in 
one important regard. The concern is quite similar to the concern noted for tray cases 2 and 3 as 
discussed above. That is, the licensee has utilized the measured baseline ampacity (from the test) 
compared to the predicted clad ampacity (from the model) to estimate the ADF. In practice, the 
licensee would instead rely on tabulated ampacity limits for the baseline case and the thermal 
model for the clad case. The SNL evaluations for each case have "corrected" this flaw. That is, 
SNL has re-calculated the ADF predicted using the tabulated baseline ampacity limits.
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A.3.1 Single Conduit Cases

The licensee has examined four separate validation cases involving single conduits in a thermal 
barrier. The four cases are: 

- Case 4: Small conduit in round enclosure (standard configuration), 
- Case 5: Large conduit in round enclosure (standard configuration), 
- Case 6: Small conduit in a small boxed enclosure, 
- Case 7: Small conduit in a large boxed enclosure.  

Case 4: 

This case involves a 4/C #10 AWG cable in a 1" conduit clad with a standard barrier made of 
preformed Thermo-Lag 330-1 conduit sections 1.25" thick plus two layers of 770-1 3/8" upgrade.  
In the test cited by the licensee (TVA item 7.6a) the measured baseline ampacity was 32.65A and 
the clad case limit was 29.66 A for a net ADF of 9.2% (both ampacities are corrected for 
temperature). In the thermal model the predicted clad ampacity is 28.1 A, a somewhat 
conservative value compared to the test. The estimated ADF using the measured baseline 
ampacity and the predicted clad ampacity is 13.9%, again a conservative value.  

However, for this case the tabulated baseline ampacity should be considered. However, while the 
tabulated baseline ampacity can be determined in different ways, it cannot be obtained directly 
from the IPCEA P-46-426 tables. This is because the IPCEA tables do not provide for cables 
smaller than 8 AWG, and corrections must be made for more than three conductors present in the 
conduit. As an alternative, the tabulated baseline ampacity can be obtained as follows: 

- Using the NEC Handbook, the ampacity limit for a three-conductor IOAWG would be 
40 A (Table 310-16 of the 1996 edition). A correction factor 0.8 for 4-6 conductors 
in conduit applies (see note 8 to the ampacity tables in section 310). Hence, the 
corrected baseline ampacity would be 32 A

Using the NEC baseline ampacity of 32 A, and the predicted clad ampacity, the predicted ADF 
would be 12.2%. In this case the predicted ADF compares favorably to the measured ADF of 
9.2%.  

Case 5: 

This case is similar in nature to Case 4, but involves larger cables and a larger conduit. In this 
case, there were 12, 3/C #6 AWG cables present for a total conductor count of 36. The licensee 
predicts a clad case ampacity limit of 23.3 A as compared to the measured value of 25.56 A.  
Using the measured baseline ampacity limit of 29.21 A, an ADF of 20.2% is predicted as 
compared to the measured ADF of 12.5%.  

Again, the actual practice would be to use a tabulated ampacity limit for the baseline analysis.  
The baseline ampacity can be estimated in more than one way (IPCEA, NEC, IEEE, direct 
calculation). However, the "most correct" way in comparison to the intended licensee practice is 
to apply the IPCEA standard as follows:
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IPCEA P-46-426 establishes a nominal ampacity limit for a 3/C 6 AWG cable in 
conduit of 59 A. With no diversity and 31-40 conductors, a correction factor of 0.4 
applies. Hence, the corrected baseline ampacity would be 23.6 A.  

Using this as the baseline ampacity, the estimated ADF would be just 1.3%, a clearly optimistic 
value compared to the measured ADF of 9.2%. In this case, the IPCEA tabulated ampacity is 
somewhat conservative in comparison to the measured ampacity.  

Case 6: 

This case is qute similar to Case 4 except in that the fire barrier is constructed of a boxed 
configuration with four sides formed from flat panels of the Thermo Lag. In this particular case, 
the box was just large enough to accommodate the conduit. The licensee predicts a clad case 
ampacity of 29.7 A compared to the measured value of 29.26 A. Hence, assuming the measured 
baseline ampacity of 33.0 A, the estimated ADF is 10% compared to the measured value of 
11.3%. For this case a modestly optimistic result is obtained even using the measured baseline 
ampacity.  

Note that using the standard table, the baseline ampacity is identical to that of Case 4 as discussed 
above. Hence, using the NEC baseline ampacity of 32 A would result in an estimated ADF of just 
7.2% compared to the measured value of 11.3%. This change increases the level of optimism in 
the estimated ADF, and once again use of the measured versus tabulated baseline ampacity is 
shown to be an important factor.  

Case 7: 

The final single conduit case is identical to Case 6 except in that the fire barrier was a boxed 
configuration much larger than the conduit itself. In this case, the licensee predicts a clad case 
ampacity limit of 31.4 A versus the measured limit of 31.28 A. Using the measured baseline 
ampacity of 33 A, the licensee predicts an ADF of 4.9% compared to the measured 5.2%, a very 
modestly optimistic result.  

For this case the baseline ampacity from the tables is identical to that for Cases 4 and 6. Using the 
NEC value of 32 A would yield an ADF ofjust 1.9%. Again, using the tabulated ampacity for the 
baseline value results in an optimistic ADF prediction.  

A.3.2 Multiple Conduit Cases 

The licensee has examined three cases involving multiple conduits in a common enclosure as 
follows: 

- Case 8: Three conduits in a tight fitting box, 
- Case 9: Six conduits in a tight fitting box, 
- Case 10: Six conduits in an oversize box.
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Case 8:

For this case the licensee thermal model predicts a clad case ampacity limit of 23.6 A versus the 
measured limit of 29.22 A, a conservative result. Using the measured baseline ampacity of 
31.67 A, an ADF of 25.4% is predicted versus the measured ADF of 7.7%.  

However, once again consideration should be given to the nominal baseline ampacity from the 
standard ampacity tables. In this case, one can take the 32 A NEC ampacity limit derived for 
Case 2 above, and apply an additional correction factor for the conduit grouping. In this case the 
grouping is three wide by one high, so the grouping correction factor is 0.91 (from Table IX of 
the IPCEA P-46-426). This yields a tabulated ampacity limit for this case of 29.12 A. In this case 
the measured ampacity limit is virtually identical to the tabulated limit, and the results of the 
thermal model are still found to be significantly conservative.  

Case 9: 

For this case the licensee thermal model predicts a clad case ampacity limit of 20.5 A versus the 
measured limit of 23.18 A, again a conservative result. Using the measured baseline ampacity of 
31.11 A, an ADF of 34.2% is predicted versus the measured ADF of 25.5%.  

However, once again consideration should be given to the nominal baseline ampacity from the 
standard ampacity tables. This case is similar to Case 8 except in that the grouping is three wide 
by two high, so the grouping correction factor is 0.84 (from Table IX of the IPCEA P-46-426).  
This yields a tabulated ampacity limit for this case of 26.88 A. For this case the tabulated 
ampacity limit is significantly lower than that measured in the test. Using the tabulated baseline 
value and the predicted clad value yields an estimated ADF of 13.8% compared to the measured 
value of 25.5%. In this case, use of the tabulated ampacity limit yields an optimistic estimate of 
the ADF.  

Case 10: 

Case 10 is identical to Case 9 except in that a larger enclosure is built around the conduits. For 
this case the licensee predicts a clad case ampacity limit of 25.8 A compared to the measured 
28.32, once again a conservative result. Using the measured baseline ampacity of31.11 A and the 
predicted clad ampacity an ADF of 17% is obtained versus the measured ADF of 9*/.  

The tabulated baseline ampacity for this case is identical to that for Case 9, 26.88 A. Hence, 
using the tabulated baseline ampacity and the predicted clad ampacity yields an estimated ADF 
impact of 4% which is optimistic compared to the measured ADF of 9%/c.  

A.3.3 Summary of Findings for the Conduit Validation Studies 

The licensee validation studies have shown some interesting insights. These include the following: 

- For the single conduit cases, the thermal model predicted the clad case ampacity limits 
measured in the tests with somewhat surprising accuracy. This does lend some significant 
support to the specific modeling approach used for the clad case analyses.
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For three of the four single conduit cases considered, 're-analysis of the cases using baseline 
ampacity limits derived from the standard tables resulted in significantly optimistic ADF 
estimates.  

For the multiple conduits in a common enclosure cases, the licensee thermal model 
predictions of clad case ampacity were generally conservative.  

However, it was also noted that the measured baseline ampacity limits were quite optimistic 
in comparison to the corresponding tabulated limits. Hence, while comparison to the 
measured baseline ampacity limits yielded conservative ADF predictions, for two of the 
three cases studied, comparison to the tabulated ampacity limits (which is consistent with 
the licensee's intended actual practice) resulted in optimistic ADF estimates.  

These studies, especially as supplemented by SNL, clearly illustrate the sensitivity of the licensee 
results to the assumed value of the baseline ampacity. The licensee's own intended practice in 
actual applications is not consistent with the practice used in the validation studies. This is 
because in practice, the licensee will be dependent on tabulated ampacity limits for the baseline 
case, whereas in the validation studies the licensee has assumed the baseline ampacity measured in 
the test applies. The supplemental SNL assessments have nominally corrected this flaw in the 
validation studies.  

For most of the validation cases studied, the measured baseline ampacity was higher than the 
tabulated ampacity limits. This is as expected and reflects the existence of some level of 
conservatism in the standard tables. However, this also means that when the tabulated ampacity 
limits are used to estimate the ADF (as would be the actual licensee practice) less restrictive 
ADFs were generally derived. For the single conduits the differences in the measured versus 
tabulated baseline ampacity values were generally modest, while for the multiple conduit cases, 
the differences were quite large. However, in terms of the estimated ADF, use of the tabulated 
baseline limit compared to the predicted clad limit resulted in optimistic ADF values for three of 
the four single conduit cases, and for two of the three multiple conduit cases. This is not an 
encouraging result, and appears to indicate a need for a more reasonable and reliable approach 
that is not subject to such uncertainty.  

It should also be noted that, unlike the cable tray studies, the licensee has not analyzed any 
baseline conduit cases and hence has not demonstrated either consistency with or conservatism in 
comparison to the standard ampacity tables. Also note that while for cable trays there is really 
only one accepted source of ampacity limits (ICEA P-54-440, [1]), for conduits there are at least 
four accepted sources of baseline ampacity values, and these sources are not fully consistent 
(IPCEA P-46-426 [2], IEEE 835 [3], the NEC handbook tables, and "analysis under engineering 
supervision" as per the NEC). SNL has based its baseline ampacity re-evaluations on the IPCEA 
or NEC tables because this is most nearly consistent with the stated approach of the licensee.  
However, it should be recognized that use of an alternate source of baseline ampacity limits 
coupled with the same predicted clad ampacity limit will result in entirely different ADF results.  
For example, the IEEE 835 standard is the most recent and most current, but it also establishes 
the most conservative ampacity limits for cables in conduit. Hence, if the ADF is based on 
comparison to the IEEE 385 ampacity limits, then significantly more optimistic ADF values would
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result. This illustrates that the licensee approach is subject to a high level of uncertainty in the 
process, and carries a potential for misuse.  

A4 Summary of Validation Insights for Trays and Conduits 

The overall findings of the validations studies are markedly different for the cable tray versus 
conduit applications. In the case of the cable trays, the licensee did successfully demonstrated 
that (1) the thermal model was nominally consistent with or somewhat conservative in comparison 
to the ICEA P-54-440 standard ampacity tables, (2) the predictions of clad case ampacity limits 
for single trays were reasonable, and (3) the predictions of clad case ampacity limits for multiple 
cable tray configurations were conservative. Hence, SNL finds that the approach is acceptable as 
applied to cable trays, and recommends its acceptance for this application.  

However, in the case of the conduit analysis, the licensee approach to the validation studies was 
found to be fundamentally inconsistent with the intended approach to the evaluation of in-plant 
applications. In particular, the validation cases considered only the measured baseline ampacity 
values whereas the in-plant applications will depend on standard ampacity tables for the baseline 
ampacity. SNL has nominally corrected this flaw by recalculating ADF predictions using 
tabulated baseline ampacity limits. As a result, the predicted ADF was significantly optimistic for 
three of the four single conduit cases and for two of the three multiple conduit cases. On this 
basis SNL finds that the licensee approach to the analysis of conduits is not acceptable, and 
further interactions to address the optimistic nature of the results is recommended. In particular, 
it is recommended that the licensee should be asked to implement a corresponding thermal model 
for the analysis of the conduit baseline ampacity values, or to comprehensively demonstrate 
acceptable performance using a validation approach fully consistent with the intended application 
practice.
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FORWARD

The United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission (USNRC) has solicited the support of Sandia 
National Laboratories (SNL) in the review of licensee submittals associated with fire protection 
and electrical engineering. This letter report represents the third and final report in a series of 
review reports associated with submittals from PECO Energy for the Peach Bottom Atomic 
Power Station (PBAPS) and the Limerick Generating Station (LGS). The current report deals 
exclusively with remaining points of technical concern associated with the licensee's conduit 
applications. This work was performed as Task Order 6 of USNRC JCN J-2503.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Objective 

The objective of this effort is to assess the adequacy of the licensee's (PECO) approach to 
analysis of ampacity derating issues associated with the installation of protective fire barrier 
systems on cable raceways at the Limerick and Peach Bottom nuclear power generating stations.  
In particular, this report deals exclusively with one final point of technical concern associated with 
the licensee conduit validation studies. Note that all other points of technical concern have been 
resolved previously (see related SNL letter report of 4/30/98).  

1.2 Background 

The history of this review effort is summarized as follows: 

- Feb. 29, 1996: The USNRC sent a Request for Additional Information (RAI) to PECO 
requesting that the licensee provide a specific response to ampacity derating concerns 
identified in Generic Letter 92-08.  

- March 24, 1997: PECO Energy provided documentation of the methodology that the 
licensee intended to utilize in assessing the ampacity derating factors associated with its 
installed fire barrier systems at both the Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station (PBAPS) and 
the Limerick Generating Station (LGS).  

- Sept. 23, 1997: SNL completed a review of the 3/97 licensee submittal. Several points of 
technical concern were identified. (A letter report was submitted by SNL to the USNRC 
documenting the review findings.) 

- Nov. 14, 1997: USNRC forwards a second RAI to the licensee requesting resolution of the 
concerns identified by SNL in its 9/97 review.  

- March 13, 1998: PECO responds to the 11/97 USNRC RAI.  

- April 30, 1998: SNL completes a review of the 3/98 licensee submittal. SNL finds that the 
licensee has resolved all points of technical concern associated with its cable tray, junction 
box, and cable gutter applications. However, one unresolved technical concern associated 
with the licensee's conduit validation studies remains. (A letter report was submitted by 
SNL to the USNRC documenting the review findings.) 

- Nov. 18, 1998: A meeting between the USNRC, SNL, and the licensee is held at USNRC 
headquarters in Washington DC to discuss the one remaining point of technical concern. As 
a result of these discussions, it becomes apparent that the remaining concern is the result of 
mis-interpretation of the licensee submittal. The licensee agrees to formally document the 
meeting discussion and to clarify its analyses to specifically address the concern identified by 
SNL in 4/98.
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March 12, 1999: A formal submittal in response to the 11/98 meeting is provided to the 
USNRC by the licensee.  

- Oct. 19, 1999: SNL completes the current review.  

Note that based on the current submittal, the last remaining technical concern has been fully 
resolved. SNL has recommended no further licensee interactions, and no further review efforts 
are anticipated. Hence, SNL anticipates that this will be the final report in this review series.  

1.3 Overview of the Licensee Ampacity Derating Approach 

The licensee approach is based on a direct application of ampacity derating factors (ADFs) to 
tabulated ampacity limits for the installed cables. The ADF values are determined for each 
individual case orapplication, and derive from one of two sources: 

- For plant configurations which correspond to configurations tested by other members 
of the industry, PECO will directly apply the experimentally determined ADF value.  

- For untested configurations, the licensee applies a thermal model to assess the clad 
case ampacity limits and determines an ADF value for the application based on a 
comparison of the calculated clad case ampacity to tabulated nominal ampacity limits 
for the same application. The intent is that these ADF values would then be applied to 
each cable in the given application.  

The SNL review efforts have focused on the licensee thermal modeling approach and its technical 
validity. The direct application of a test-based ADF to like configurations is considered common 
and acceptable practice, so long as a sufficient basis for "thermal similarity" is established. In this 
case, the licensee has previously established an appropriate basis for this approach in their 
applications.  

The second approach is based on thermal modeling. It is with regard to validation of the thermal 
model for conduit applications that the one remaining point of technical concern identified in 
SNL's review of 4/98 arises. In particular, SNL identified a potential concern associated with the 
manner in which the licensee had apparently performed its validation studies for conduit 
applications only. It appeared that the approach to validation was not consistent with the 
intended approach to actual in-plant applications. It is this concern that is the subject of the 
current review effort.  

1.4 Organization of Report 

This report is relatively brief and focuses exclusively on the one remaining point of technical 
concern associated with the licensee's conduit thermal model validation studies. All other 
technical concerns have been previously resolved as documented in SNL's letter report of 4/98 
cited above. Section 2 discusses the licensees approach to analysis, the technical concern raised 
by SNL, and the licensee response to this concern. Section 3 summarizes the SNL findings and 
recommendations. Section 4 identifies the referenced documents.
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2.0 POINTS OF TECHNICAL CONCERN AND RESOLUTION

This section provides a brief overview of the licensee thermal modeling approach and summarizes 
the technical concerns identified in SNL's 4/98 review. For a more complete discussion of the 
thermal model and the basis for SNL's concerns, refer to the SNL letter reports of 9/97 and 4/98 
as cited above.  

2.1 Overview of the Licensee Thermal Model 

The intent of the licensee thermal model is to analytically predict fire barrier ADF values for 
untested configurations. The same basic model is applied to single tray, to single conduit, and to 
unique configurations such as multiple raceways in a common fire barrier envelope. The model is 
also used to analyze barrier enclosures that include concrete walls as one or more sides of the 
barrier system. The ultimate objective of the PECO methodology is to predict the ampacity 
derating factor (ADF, or equivalently, the ampacity correction factor ACF), for a specific raceway 
(conduit, cable tray, junction box, etc.) in a given fire barrier installation.  

In practice, the licensee analyzes a "generic" raceway using the specific as-installed barrier 
configuration information and a representative cable fill. That is, the fire barrier is modeled as 
installed in the plant, but in the model the raceway is assumed to carry a roughly equivalent cable 
fill intended to represent but not reproduce the cables actually installed in the subject raceway.  
For simplicity of modeling, the cable fill is assumed to be made up of a single size of cable for 
which tabulated ampacity limits are readily available (rather than a mixture of cable sizes and 
ampacity loads as actually encountered in the plant). This approach is found to be acceptable. It 
is analogous to testing a standard cable tray with a standard cable load and extrapolating the 
results to a specific plant installation. Indeed, the approach introduces one source of 
conservatism in that the effects of ampacity load diversity are neglected.  

Estimating the ADF requires two bits of information; namely, the clad and baseline case ampacity 
limits. The role of the thermal model in this process is to estimate the clad case ampacity limit for 
the "generic" raceway in a given fire barrier configuration. The corresponding baseline limit is 
taken from standard industry tables of cable ampacity (IPCEA P-46-426 [1] and ICEA P-54-440 
[2]). The ADF is then based on a comparison of the predicted clad case ampacity limit to the 
nominal tabulated baseline ampacity limit for the same "generic" raceway. This same ADF value 
would then be applied to baseline ampacity limits for specific installed cables for a final assessment 
of anipacity loads. This practice is considered acceptable provided that the thermal model for the 
clad case is either consistent with, or more conservative than, the thermal model that underlies the 
original ampacity tables (e.g., Stolpe for cable trays [3] and Neher/McGrath for conduits [5]). In 
this case the licensee has demonstrated acceptability (conservatism) through its validation studies.  

2.2 One Unresolved Technical Concern Identified in the 4/98 Review 

In its submittal of 3/98, PECO documented a series of validation case studies for its various 
applications. For most applications SNL found these validation studies to be sufficient to 
demonstrate acceptability of the model. However, in the specific case of the conduit applications, 
SNL found the licensee approach to be unacceptable. It is this one remaining point of technical 
concern that is the primary subject of the current review effort.
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In support of the 4/98 review, SNL examined the licensee validation case studies in some detail as 
documented in Appendix A to that report. Based on this review, SNL found that the licensee 
approach to the validation studies appeared fundamentally inconsistent with the intended 
approach to the evaluation of in-plant application. This was cited as rendering the cited validation 
studies for conduit applications inappropriate and inadequate.  

2.3 Synopsis of Technical Concern for Conduit Validation Case Studies 

It appeared, based on the 3/98 licensee submittal, that the conduit validation cases were not 
evaluated in the same way that in-plant applications would be evaluated in practice. The 
validation study ADF results were based on comparing the measured baseline ampacity values 
from the tests to the estimated clad case ampacity limits taken from the model. In actual practice, 
the in-plant applications will require the comparison of the standard ampacity tables to the clad 
case ampacity estimates from the model. This was perceived to be a critical and inappropriate 
difference between the validation studies and the actual plant applications.  

SNL had reevaluated the validation cases by applying tabulated baseline ampacity limits and re
calculating the ADF values. SNL did cite that there was some uncertainty in these SNL 
assessments and cited this work as a "nominal correction of the analysis." The results of the SNL 
re-analyses did not reflect well on the proposed method. The "corrected" ADF predictions were 
significantly optimistic for three of the four single conduit cases and for two of the three multiple 
conduit cases originally considered by the licensee.  

The underlying concern that had apparently not been addressed by the licensee is the consistency 
of the clad case model with the assumptions used to determine the baseline case ampacity. As 
discussed further below, for cable trays these concerns had been addressed. However, for 
conduits there was no clear evidence provided that consistency has been maintained. As was 
noted by SNL in our original review of 9/97, establishing this consistency is critical to the validity 
of the licensee approach.  

2.4 Assessment of the Licensee's Resolution of the Identified Concern 

The licensee response to the one remaining point of technical concern has been to clarify their 
actual practice in performing the calculations. The critical factor that had not been clear in the 
3/98 submittal is that the licensee does, in fact, implement one critical part of a general baseline 
conduit case analysis, and that the results of this analysis are carried forward into the clad case 
analysis. This understanding is critical as this practice ultimately ensures that the baseline and clad 
case analyses are inherently self-consistent.  

In particular, the licensee had not explicitly discussed in its 3/98 submittal how the thermal 
resistance from a cable bundle to the conduit was estimated. SNL had been led to assume that the 
Neher/McGrath model, or an equivalent model, had been applied. However, the 11/98 meeting 
and the 3/99 submittal clarify that the assumed baseline ampacity is used to "back-calculate" "the 
overall heat transfer coefficient for a conduit." 

That is, the thermal resistance between the cable and the conduit is estimated using the assumed 
baseline ampacity limit. This same value is then applied to the analysis of the clad case, with the
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addition of the fire barrier material to the outside of the conduit. Finally, the ADF is based on the 
original baseline and the new clad case ampacity limits.  

This practice inherently ensures that the baseline and clad case analyses are self consistent. This is 
the most critical factor in assessing the acceptability of the licensee's validation studies. In fact, 
this clarification also makes clear that SNL's nominal correction of the baseline case studies was 
not appropriate. That is, SNL had imposed an inconsistent treatment of the baseline case as 
compared to that used in the analysis of the clad case. This was inappropriate and renders SNLs 
re-analysis results invalid.  

2.5 Findings 

SNL finds that the licensee response is fully adequate to resolve the last remaining point of 
technical concern.
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3.0 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The licensee has previously resolved all but one point of technical concern regarding its fire 
barrier clad ampacity derating analyses for Limerick and Peach Bottom. The final point of 
technical concern related to apparent inconsistencies between the manner in which the licensee 
had performed its conduit application validation studies and its intended practice for actual in
plant applications. The licensee submittal of 3/99 demonstrates that this concern was the result of 
mis-interpretation of the licensee's modeling practice as regards the validation studies.  

Given the supplemental information provided in the 3/99 licensee submittal, SNL finds that both 
the validation studies and the in-plant applications of the proposed analysis approach do, in fact, 
ensure an acceptable level of self consistency between the clad and baseline case analyses. This 
consistency is ensured regardless of where the baseline case is obtained (i.e., whether the baseline 
case is test data or tabulated ampacity limits). Given this clarification, SNL finds that the licensee 
conduit validation studies are an appropriate basis for demonstrating model performance.  
Further, the case studies demonstrate that the thermal model yields appropriate or modestly 
conservative results over a range of test applications.  

Overall, SNL finds that the licensee has fully resolved the last remaining point of technical 
concern regarding its approach to analysis of fire barrier clad cable ampacity limits. No further 
interactions are required or recommended.
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Sandia National Laboratories
Mail Stop 0748; P.O. Box 5800 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87185-0748 

February 14, 2000 

Ronaldo Jenkins 
Mail Stop 7 E 4, OWFN 
Electrical Engineering Branch 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555 

Dear Ronaldo, 

Subject: PECO Peach Bottom/Limerick Ampacity Follow-up Question on Load Diversity 

This letter provides a supplemental response related to the review of the Peach Bottom and 
Limerick fire barrier ampacity derating assessments submitted to the USNRC for review by 
PECO. The discussions herein are based on your questions regarding the licensee's treatment of 
load diversity. To respond, I have taken a "second look" at the licensee submittal of March 12, 
1999, including in particular the attachment dated March 2, 1999.  

You were correct in noting that the licensee is, in fact, crediting load diversity in some cable tray 
and cable gutter calculations. I had not identified this as an area of specific interest in my final 
review report (dated 10/19/1999) because that review focused exclusively on the one remaining 
point of technical concern associated with the conduit calculations identified in previous reviews.  
The topic of load diversity had not arisen in previous reviews, hence, I simply did not pick up on 
the related discussions as a potential area of concern.  

Based on this "second look" it is clear that a statement that I made in my 10/1999 report is in 
error. I stated that the licensee was not crediting load diversity. As you correctly note, the 
licensee has credited diversity in some applications. However, this does not impact my overall 
finding that the licensee has demonstrated that ampacity derating has been appropriately and 
adequately addressed.  

To clarify, the licensee has applied the Harshe/Black method for crediting load diversity. As you 
well know my earlier reviews of the Palisades assessments found that method to be nominally 
acceptable, but recommended that two constraints on the method be implemented to ensure that 
unreasonably optimistic results were not credited. In the case of the PECO analyses, the licensee 
has implemented constraints that are fully consistent with my recommendations. In fact, the 
licensee has implemented more conservative constraints than those I had recommended. The 
following table summarized my recommendations as compared to the PECO implementations.  

Attachment 3
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In summary, while the licensee has apparently credited diversity in some of its calculations, it 
would appear the this had been done in an appropriate and conservative manner that is fully 
consistent with our prior review findings. Hence, I reaffirm my earlier findings that all identified 
technical concerns have been adequately addressed by the licensee. No further licensee 
interactions are recommended.

Risk and Reliability Analysis 
Department 6413

Copy to: 
6413 S. P. Nowlen

Comparison of SNL recommended constraints on the Harshe/Black diversity analysis methods 
to those implemented by PECO for Limerick and Peach Bottom.

SNL Recommendation: PECO Implementation: Relative Comparison: 

- The thickness of the combined - The thickness of any zone or The PECO implementation is more 
hot and warm zones in the region in the model cannot be less conservative than the restriction 
diversity thermal model should than the diameter of the largest recommended by SNL 
equal or exceed 80% of the cable in that region 
diameter of the largest cable in 
these two groups 

- The method should not be - The PECO implementation In both parts (1) and (2) The 
applied to any tray with two or includes the following comparable PECO implementation is more 
more cables that: constraints: conservative than the 

recommended SNL constraints.  
(1) are powered to at least 80% of (1) The calculated ampacity may 
the nominal ICEA cable tray not exceed 80% of the free air 
ampacity limit, and ampacity from the ICEA or NEC 

tables.  

(2) whose diameter exceeds the (2) The restriction on the thickness 
tray fill depth of individual analysis zones or 

regions as cited in the previous 
table row conservatively bounds 
this constraint as well.
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