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Reference: (1) Letter from J. M. Heffley (ComEd) to U. S. NRC, "Final Report 
Individual Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEE) Generic 
Letter 88-20, Supplement 4," dated December 30, 1997 

(2) Letter from P. Swafford (ComEd) to U. S. NRC, "Request for 
Additional Information Regarding Individual Plant Examination of 
External Events," dated March 30, 2000 

(3) Letter from P. Swafford (ComEd) to U. S. NRC, "Request for 
Additional Information Regarding Individual Plant Examination of 
External Events," dated August 25, 2000 

(4) Letter from U. S. NRC to 0. D. Kingsley (ComEd), "Dresden Units 2 
and 3 - Request for Additional Information Regarding the Individual 
Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEE)," dated December 7, 
2000.  

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Dresden Nuclear Power Station (DNPS) 
response to the Request for Additional Information (RAI), Reference 4, regarding our 
submittal of the Individual Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEE). Reference 1 
provided our original report and evaluation of the IPEEE. In Reference 2, we submitted 
a revision to the IPEEE including a new fire risk model. In Reference 3, we provided 
additional information regarding the revised IPEEE in Reference 2. The Attachment to 
this letter contains our response to the RAI.
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Should you have any additional questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Dale 
Ambler, Regulatory Assurance Manager, at (815) 942-2920 extension 3800.  

Respectfully, 

Preston Swafforff 
Site Vice President 
Dresden Nuclear Power Station 

Attachment - Response to Request for Additional Information 

cc: Regional Administrator, Region III 
NRC Senior Resident Inspector, Dresden Nuclear Power Station
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bcc: Director, Licensing - Mid West Regional Operating Group 
Project Manager - NRR - Dresden Nuclear Power Station 
Office of Nuclear Facility Safety - IDNS 
Senior Reactor Analyst - IDNS 
NGG Senior Vice President - Exelon 
NGG Senior Vice President - Nuclear Operations 
Manager, Licensing - Dresden and Quad Cities Stations 
Regulatory Assurance Manager, Dresden Nuclear Power Station 
Regulatory Assurance Manager, Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station 
Site Engineering Director - Dresden Nuclear Power Station 
Manager of Energy Practice - Winston & Strawn 
D. Knox, Dresden Design Engineer 
R. Johnson, Dresden Risk Management Engineer 
W. Burchill, NGG Risk Management Chief 
Mid-West Regional Operating Group Document Control Desk Licensing 
(Hard Copy) 
Mid-West Regional Operating Group Document Control Desk Licensing 
(Electronic Copy) 
Site Vice President Numerical File, PSLTR# 01-0015 
Dresden Regulatory Assurance Subject File (RAI)



ATTACHMENT 
Response to Request for Additional Information Regarding the 

Individual Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEE) 

NRC Question #1: 

The revised Dresden fire analysis has not provided an explicit analysis of 
transient fire sources. It was noted in the submittal (see e.g., pg. 4-112) that 
transient fire sources contributed substantially to fire risk in the original analysis 
(72% of the Unit 2 fire CDF and 56% for Unit 3). However, in the revised 
analysis it appears that transient fire source frequencies have been added to the 
fire frequencies for fixed ignition sources, and that fire modeling considered only 
the fires from those fixed sources. This approach may under-estimate the 
importance of transient fire sources and may miss potential fire vulnerabilities.  

Transient fire sources are unique because they can occur virtually anywhere in 
the plant or at any location within any given fire area (despite administrative 
controls). Hence, transient fires may threaten cables or equipment that would 
not be directly threatened by fixed fire sources. For example, a cable "pinch
point" (a point where risk important cables converge) might not be located in 
close proximity to fixed ignition sources, but might be threatened by a transient 
fire. Fire modeling that is limited to the fixed sources might miss this cable pinch
point as a potential significant contributor to fire risk. It should be noted that the 
existence of administrative controls are not considered an adequate basis for 
screening transient fire sources from any given fire area.  

Please re-assess the risk contribution of transient fire sources to plant risk.  
Include consideration of the potential contribution due to transient fire sources 
that are not tied to the locations of fixed fire sources. In particular, assess the fire 
risk contribution for transient fire sources in following fire zones: Auxiliary Electric 
Equipment Room (AEER) (6.2), Unit 3 (U3) Cable Tunnel (8.2.4), U213 Turbine 
Building (TB) Corridor (8.2.5. C), U2/3 Standby Gas Treatment & TB Closed 
Cooling Water Heat Exchanger (8.2.6. C), Control Room Backup Ventilation 
Room (8.2.6.A), and U3 Second Floor Reactor Building (1.1.1.3).  

Exelon Response: 

The treatment of transient combustible materials was based on in-situ conditions 
observed during walkdowns for the project. These walkdowns found no 
significant transient combustible storage. The apparent large risk contribution 
due to transient fires in the original Fire IPEEE was consequence of an overly 
conservative methodology. The original Fire IPEEE assumed that all transient 
combustible based fires grow and propagate to become an Appendix R type 
exposure fire. The revised Fire IPEEE was based on a more realistic treatment 
of transient combustibles.  

To determine the potential impact of an assumed ignition of a large concentration 
of transient combustibles beyond that which was evaluated in the submittal, the 
six fire areas listed in the RAI item were further evaluated. The evaluation 
approach used a bounding fire assessment method for the AEER and Cable 
Tunnel. The remaining four fire zones were evaluated by focusing on cable tray
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risers. The risers selected for this assessment passed through the floor of the 
fire zone and generally extend to the ceiling.  

The evaluation for the four fire zones began with the identification of cable tray 
risers containing circuits associated with credited Fire IPEEE components that 
were present in the fire zone. The resulting set of risers was then spatially 
located in the fire zone and grouped based on proximity. A qualitative based 
separation criterion of approximately 6 feet was applied. Risers with separation 
distances of 6 feet or greater were treated individually. Those closer than 6 feet 
were treated as a group. Each riser group was evaluated based on a postulated 
fire that damages all of their associated circuits. The resultant conditional core 
damage probability (CCDP) was then calculated using the same methodology 
applied in the revised Fire IPEEE.  

The fire ignition frequency for the postulated transient combustible based fire was 
determined by first obtaining the total transient fire ignition frequency from the 
EPRI FIVE worksheets. This frequency was then reduced by a floor area ratio 
factor. This factor is the ratio of the floor area associated with the riser target to 
the total floor area of the fire zone. In order to ensure bounding results, these 
factors were very conservatively established by assuming that individual risers 
have an exposure area of 50 ft2, and that grouped risers have an exposure area 
of 200 ft 2. The analysis retains conservatism by not crediting fire suppression 
actions or the additional exposure factors described in the FIVE Methodology.  
The floor area ratio factors for the four fire zones are provided below.  

Fire Zone Configuration Fire Zone Area Factors 
Floor Riser Ratio 

1.1.1.3 Individual Riser 11,678 50 4.28E-03 
1.1.1.3 RiserGroup 11,678 200 1.71E-02 
8.2.5.C Individual Riser 15,907 50 3.14E-03 
8.2.5.C RiserGroup 15,907 200 1.26E-02 
8.2.6.A Individual Riser 9,501 50 5.26E-03 
8.2.6.A Riser Group 9,501 200 2.11E-02 
8.2.6.C Individual Riser 11,366 50 4.40E-03 
8.2.6.C Riser Group 11,366 200 1.76E-02 

The resultant CDF estimates are provided below for the four fire zones. A 
separate table is provided for each unit. The description provided for each of the 
scenarios lists the specific riser or risers that were assumed to be impacted by 
the postulated transient combustible based fire.  

Fire Unit 2 Scenario Fire Ignition Area CCDP CDF 
Zone Description Frequency Ratio 

1.1.1.3 R348 4.41E-03 4.28E-03 1.73E-07 3.27E-12 
1.1.1.3 R350, R360, R364- note 4.41 E-03 4.28E-03 3.41E-09 6.43E-14 

4 
1.1.1.3 R351, R365 - note 4 4.41E-03 4.28E-03 6.74E-08 1.27E-12
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Fire Unit 2 Scenario Fire Ignition Area CCDP CDF 
Zone Description Frequency Ratio 

1.1.1.3 R352, R353, R361, R362, 4.41 E-03 1.71E-02 2.39E-08 1.80E-12 
R363, R381 

1.1.1.3 R366, R370 4.41 E-03 1.71 E-02 3.41 E-09 2.57E-1 3 
8.2.5.C R325, R372 3.15E-03 1.26E-02 3.41E-09 1.35E-13 
8.2.5.C R42, R326 3.15E-03 1.26E-02 7.65E-08 3.02E-12 
8.2.5.C R327 3.15E-03 3.14E-03 3.41E-09 3.37E-14 
8.2.5.C R44, R328 3.15E-03 1.26E-02 8.38E-06 3.31E-10 
8.2.5.C RK2008 3.15E-03 3.14E-03 4.79E-09 4.73E-14 
8.2.5.C RK3005, RK3007 3.15E-03 1.26E-02 1.1OE-08 4.34E-13 
8.2.6.A R14, R15, R16-note 1 2.52E-03 2.11E-02 8.64E-05 4.58E-09 
8.2.6.A R14, R15, R16 - note 2, 5 2.52E-04 2.11 E-02 9.26E-05 4.91 E-10 
8.2.6.A R18 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 5.04E-09 6.68E-14 
8.2.6.A R379, R380 2.52E-03 2.11E-02 5.04E-07 2.67E-11 
8.2.6.A R41 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 1.18E-04 1.56E-09 
8.2.6.A R46 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 7.65E-08 1.01E-12 
8.2.6.A R47 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 3.41E-09 4.52E-14 
8.2.6.A R48 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 1.07E-07 1.42E-12 
8.2.6.A R49 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 1.91E-02 2.53E-07 
8.2.6.A R69 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 3.41 E-09 4.52E-14 
8.2.6.A R70 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 1.91 E-02 2.53E-07 
8.2.6.A R73 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 3.34E-04 4.43E-09 
8.2.6.A RK2601, RK2602 2.52E-03 2.11E-02 1.53E-07 8.11E-12 
8.2.6.C R325, R372, R373 1.26E-03 1.76E-02 3.41 E-09 7.55E-14 
8.2.6.C R42, R326 1.26E-03 1.76E-02 7.65E-08 1.69E-1 2 
8.2.6.C R327 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 3.41 E-09 1.89E-14 
8.2.6.C R328 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 1.10E-08 6.09E-14 
8.2.6.C R374 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 3.41E-09 1.89E-14 
8.2.6.C R376 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 1.1OE-08 6.09E-14 
8.2.6.0 RK2008 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 4.79E-09 2.65E-14 
8.2.6.0 RK3005 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 1.1OE-08 6.09E-14 

Fire Unit 3 Scenario Fire Ignition Area CCDP CDF 
Zone Description Frequency Ratio 

1.1.1.3 R350, R360, R364- note 4.41E-03 4.28E-03 2.15E-03 4.06E-08 
1,4 

1.1.1.3 R350, R360, R364- note 4.41E-04 4.28E-03 1.24E-02 2.34E-08 
2,4,5 

1.1.1.3 R351, R365 - note 1, 4 4.41 E-03 4.28E-03 1.60E-03 3.02E-08 
1.1.1.3 R351, R365- note 2, 4, 5 4.41E-04 4.28E-03 9.28E-03 1.75E-08 
1.1.1.3 R352, R353, R361, R362, 4.41E-03 1.71E-02 3.21E-02 2.42E-06 

R363, R381 
1.1.1.3 R366, R370 4.41E-03 1.71E-02 1.56E-05 1.18E-09 
1.1.1.3 RK3606, RK3607, 4.41 E-03 1.71 E-02 Bounded by existing 

RK3608, RK3609 Scenario C - note 3
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Fire Unit 3 Scenario Fire Ignition Area CCDP CDF 
Zone Description Frequency Ratio 

1.1.1.3 R349 4.41E-03 4.28E-03 1.73E-07 3.26E-12 
8.2.5.C R324, R325, R372-note 3.15E-03 1.26E-02 1.77E-04 7.OOE-09 

1 
8.2.5.C R324, R325, R372 - note 3.15E-03 1.26E-02 6.67E-02 2.64E-06 

2 1 
8.2.5.C R42, R326 3.15E-03 1.26E-02 Bounded by existing 

Scenario B - note 3 
8.2.5.C R327 3.15E-03 3.14E-03 3.24E-07 3.21E-12 
8.2.5.C R44, R328 3.15E-03 1.26E-02 8.18E-06 3.24E-10 
8.2.5.C RK3005, RK3007 3.15E-03 1.26E-02 6.37E-05 2.52E-09 
8.2.6.A R14, R15, R16 2.52E-03 2.11E-02 Bounded by existing 

analysis for 8.2.5.A, 
Scenario C - note 3 

8.2.6.A R18 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 3.41E-09 4.52E-14 
8.2.6.A R379, R380 2.52E-03 2.11E-02 Bounded by existing 

analysis for 8.2.5.A, 
Scenario E - note 3 

8.2.6.A R41 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 Bounded by existing 
analysis for 8.2.5.A, 
Scenario C - note 3 

8.2.6.A R46 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 3.41E-09 4.52E-14 
8.2.6.A R48 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 3.41E-09 4.52E-14 
8.2.6.A R49 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 Bounded by existing 

analysis for 8.2.5.A, 
Scenario B - note 3 

8.2.6.A R69 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 3.41 E-09 4.52E-14 
8.2.6.A R70 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 2.44E-06 3.23E-11 
8.2.6.A R73 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 Bounded by existing 

analysis for 8.2.5.A, 
Scenario B - note 3 

8.2.6.A RK3602 2.52E-03 5.26E-03 1.73E-07 2.29E-12 
8.2.6.C R324, R325, R372, R373 - 1.26E-03 1.76E-02 1.58E-03 3.50E-08 

note 1 
8.2.6.C R324, R325, R372, R373 - 1.26E-03 1.76E-02 9.10E-02 2.02E-06 

note 2 
8.2.6.C R42, R326 1.26E-03 1.76E-02 Bounded by existing 

analysis for 8.2.5.C, 
Scenario B - note 3 

8.2.6.C R327 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 3.24E-07 1.79E-12 
8.2.6.C R328 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 7.40E-06 4.1OE-11 
8.2.6.C R374 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 3.24E-07 1.79E-12 
8.2.6.C R376 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 1.37E-04 7.59E-10 
8.2.6.C RK3005 1.26E-03 4.40E-03 5.37E-06 2.97E-11
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Note 1 The riser group contains circuits associated with the ADS valves. The 
specific scenario evaluates the postulated fire induced functional failure of 
the valves.  

Note 2 The riser group contains circuits associated with the ADS valves. The 
specific scenario evaluates the postulated fire induced spurious opening of 
the valves. The postulated spurious opening is treated based on a 
conditional probability of 1.0.  

Note 3 The riser or riser group was specifically included in the scope of analyses 
for the revised Fire IPEEE. Refer to the revised Submittal Report, Section 
4, Table 4-16 for details.  

Note 4 This scenario involves a single physical riser. The multiple riser ID 
numbers represents intermediate points along the riser length. Therefore, 
the area factor is based on an individual riser rather than a riser group.  

Note 5 This scenario involves a postulated fire induced spurious opening of an 
ADS valve. The required fire induced cable failure mode is a cable to cable 
hot short (between to separate and distinct cables). This failure mode is 
treated with a conditional probability of 0.10 and is included in the scenario 
ignition frequency.  

The screening analysis presented above for Unit 2 results in a cumulative CDF of 
5.17E-07/yr. This value should not be added to the CDF value reported in the 
submittal because of the inconsistency in the level of refinement in these 
analyses. The value reported in the submittal is based on bounding realistic fire 
scenarios while the 5.17E-07/yr. value was based on a very conservative 
screening scenario. Instead, the 5.17E-07/yr. value should be viewed in the 
same context as the 1.OE-06/yr. screening criteria from the FIVE Methodology.  
The screening analysis for these postulated scenarios do not result in a change 
in the overall risk ranking of the plant areas. It also does not alter the underlying 
insights or risk significance of a postulated fire in these areas. Because there is 
no change in the underlying insights or risk significance, and the conservatism in 
the 5.17E-07/yr. increment, it will not be incorporated into the formal calculation 
and model treatment for these areas.  

The screening analysis presented above for Unit 3 results in a cumulative CDF of 
7.24E-06/yr. This value should not be added to the CDF value reported in the 
submittal because of the inconsistency in the level of refinement in these 
analyses. The value reported in the submittal is based on bounding realistic fire 
scenarios while the 7.24E-06/yr. value was based on a very conservative 
screening scenario. In particular, three dominant scenarios contribute a total 
CDF of 7.08E-06/yr. The cumulative contribution by all of the remaining 
scenarios is 1.59E-07/yr. The CDF calculation for the three dominant scenarios 
is based on a conservative riser floor area of 200 ft2 for each scenario. In 
addition, the likelihood that the transient combustible would be 'exposed', that a 
severe fire occurs which impacts multiple risers, and that manual suppression 
fails were all treated with a probability of 1.0.  

A conservative estimate for the conditional probability that a transient 
combustible of sufficient volume is exposed which subsequently leads to a
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severe fire event is 0.10 x 0.50 = 0.05. In addition, a conservative estimate for 
manual suppression failure is 0.50. The application of these factors to the three 
scenarios mentioned earlier reduces their CDF value from 7.08E-06/yr. to 1.77E
07/yr. This results in a cumulative CDF for the Unit 3 scenarios of 3.36E-07/yr.  
The 3.36E-07/yr. value should be viewed in the same context as the 1.OE-06/yr.  
screening criteria from the FIVE Methodology. The screening analysis for these 
postulated scenarios do not result in a change in the overall risk ranking of the 
plant areas. It also does not alter the underlying insights or risk significance of a 
postulated fire in these areas. Because there is no change in the underlying 
insights or risk significance, and the conservatism in the 3.36E-07/yr. increment, 
it will not be incorporated into the formal calculation and model treatment for 
these areas.  

An explicit evaluation of the Unit 3 Cable Tunnel (8.2.4) was not performed. This 
is because the existing scope of analyses presented in the Fire IPEEE Submittal 
bounds the potential consequences of transient combustible based fires. As 
described in the response to RAI Item #2, the Unit 2/3 plant has only a single 
cable tunnel. The quantification for Unit 2 assumed an Appendix R type 
exposure fire that damages all cables within the tunnel. The calculated Unit 2 
CDF contribution was below the 1.OE-07/yr. screening value. The analysis for 
Unit 3 CDF impact considered a large number of explicit scenarios. These 
scenarios included cases where the postulated scope of fire damage included a 
complete floor to ceiling stack of trays. This treatment was performed in a 
number of locations in the cable tunnel. In each instance, a virtual vertical slice 
through the cable tunnel was taken. This treatment is considered to have 
adequately bounded potential transient combustible based fires.  

In the case of the Auxiliary Electric Equipment Room (AEER), the likelihood of 
any significant transient combustible materials being present is extremely low 
due to the limited free floor space wherein it could placed. The AEER is 
configured with rows of electrical cabinets with walkways between rows. The 
room does not contain any significant free floor space wherein transient 
combustibles could be stored below critical raceways. The placement of a 
sufficient volume of transient combustibles beneath critical raceways would 
effectively block the walkway. As such, the damage of critical raceways in the 
AEER due to ignition of transient combustibles is not judged to be a credible 
event. Nevertheless, a bounding estimate of the potential CDF contribution was 
developed to determine whether such an event would result in a new dominant 
risk contributor or identify new risk insights for this area. The transient fire 
ignition frequency provided below is based on the sum of transient ignition 
sources plus welding induced fires.  

Total Transient Fire Frequency (per year) 1.67E-04 
Exposure Factor (note 1) 0.10 
Fire Suppression Failure (note 2) 2.50E-02 
Shutdown from Outside Control Room (note 3) 0.50 
Estimated Bounding CDF Contribution 2.09E-07/yr.
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Total Welding Caused Fire Frequency (per year) 4.63E-04 
Exposure Factor (note 4) 5.OE-03 
Fire Suppression Failure (note 2) 2.50E-02 
Shutdown from Outside Control Room (note 3) 0.50 
Estimated Bounding CDF Contribution 2.89E-08/yr.  

Note 1 :An exposure factor of 0.10 was applied to address fraction of floor 
area where a transient combustible could be placed that would 
impact a cable tray riser. This value is very conservative because 
the majority of the available floor space where a transient 
combustible could be stored is not near critical raceways.  

Note 2:The automatic Halon fire suppression system is assigned a failure 
probability of 5.OE-02 based on data in FIVE. A failure probability 
for the manual CO 2 backup of 0.50 is also applied. The crediting 
of this 0.50 factor is also intended to address fire brigade 
response to suppress the transient combustible related fire.  

Note 3:The 0.50 CCDP for shutdown from outside the main control room 
is the same value used for the bounding main control room fire 
event.  

Note 4:The 5.OE-03 exposure factor for welding initiated fires is based on 
two factors. One involves the failure to comply with station 
procedure OP-AA-201-004 that includes specific provisions for 
minimizing the ignition of combustible materials. This is assigned 
a failure probability of 5.OE-02. The other involves the failure of 
the required fire watch. This is assigned a failure probability of 
0.10.  

The screening analysis presented above for the Auxiliary Electric Equipment 
Room produced a total calculated CDF contribution of 2.38E-07/yr. This value 
should not be added to the CDF value reported in the submittal because of the 
inconsistency in the level of refinement in these analyses. The value reported in 
the submittal is based on bounding realistic fire scenarios while the 2.38E-07/yr.  
value was based on a very conservative screening scenario. Instead, the 2.38E
07/yr. value should be viewed in the same context as the 1.OE-06/yr. screening 
criteria from the FIVE Methodology. The screening analysis for this postulated 
scenario does not result in a change in the overall risk ranking of this area. It 
also does not alter the underlying insights or risk significance of a postulated fire 
in this room. Because there is no change in the underlying insights or risk 
significance, and the conservatism in the 2.38E-07/yr. increment, it will not be 
incorporated into the formal calculation and model treatment of this area.
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NRC Question #2: 

The analysis of the Unit 3 Cable Tunnel (8.2.4) did not appear to consider some 
potentially important fire scenarios. One aspect is transient fire sources noted in 
question number 1 above. However, given that the cable tunnel "runs below the 
ground floor of the turbine building" (see Section 4.7.2.27), there may be a 
potential for other turbine building fires to impact this fire area. In particular, 
incidents involving the release of a large quantity of oil in the turbine hall (e.g., a 
turbine blade ejection or turbine lube oil leak/spill) might lead to oil cascading 
down into the cable tunnel from above (such as occurred during the fire at the 
Vandellos plant in Spain). This may lead to severe fire scenarios that might 
overwhelm the installed fire suppression systems.  

Furthermore, the submittal does not identify or discuss a corresponding Unit 2 
Cable Tunnel. Hence, it is not clear if the Unit 3 Cable Tunnel is shared between 
the units, if the Unit 2 tunnel was not analyzed or was screened, or if there simply 
is no corresponding Unit 2 Cable Tunnel. If there is a corresponding Unit 2 
Cable Tunnel, then some explanation of its treatment in the risk study is 
warranted, including consideration of the same questions raised here regarding 
the Unit 3 Cable Tunnel.  

Please reassess the fire risk contribution of the Unit 3 Cable Tunnel including 
consideration of both transient fire sources and the potential for large oil 
spills/fires in the turbine building to impact this fire area. Describe the nature of 
the separation between the general areas of the turbine building and the Unit 3 
Cable Tunnel. Provide a discussion of the corresponding configuration (or lack 
thereof) for Unit 2 and a similar analysis of the Unit 2 Cable Tunnel (if one exists) 
as requested here for the Unit 3 Cable Tunnel.  

Exelon Response: 

The design of the Dresden Unit 2/3 station consists of only a single cable tunnel.  
The tunnel extends the entire length of the two units. The tunnel serves as a 
cable routing pathway to the main control room for Unit 3 circuits. There is not a 
separate cable tunnel for Unit 2. In addition, no credited Unit 2 cables are routed 
in the cable tunnel.  

The CDF calculation for Unit 2 was based on an exposure fire event wherein all 
circuits within the cable tunnel were assumed to be damaged. The results of this 
quantification allowed the fire compartment to be screened. In the case of Unit 3, 
a number of specific fire scenarios were developed as described in the Submittal.  
These scenarios include postulated events that damage floor to ceiling stacks of 
cable trays. This is discussed further in the response to RAI Item No. 1.  

One access point to the Cable Tunnel is through the AEER. The Unit 3 Cable 
Tunnel also has limited access points located on the ground floor of the Turbine 
Building outside the AEER. These access points allow entry to the cable tunnel 
below via ladders.
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Individual Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEE) 

Each access to the Cable Tunnel outside the AEER is on top of a concrete 
curb/pad that is approximately 3 inches higher than the surrounding general floor 
height. In addition, steel plates that are normally closed cover the access 
openings to the Cable Tunnel. Some of the steel plates have unsealed openings 
for lifting, for penetrations (mainly conduits), or where locks have been removed.  
Gaps between the adjacent steel plates and between plates and the concrete 
curb/pad are small and are not sealed.  

This configuration effectively precludes the propagation of a postulated oil spill 
fire from the general Turbine Building area into the cable tunnel. A spill would 
have to cover the Turbine Building floor to a level greater than approximately 3 
inches in order to reach the top of the concrete pad. In addition, since the steel 
plate cover is on top of the pad rather than on ground level and surrounded by a 
curb, pooling is also not anticipated.  

NRC Question #3: 

The IPEEE assessment assumed that fires will not propagate from panels that 
are "substantially sealed." This assumption may be overly optimistic and may 
result in missing potential fire vulnerabilities. In particular, it appears that the 
analysis of the AEER has dismissed the potential for cabinet-to-cabinet fire 
spread and for panels to damage overhead cables in many cases. Of particular 
concern in this regard is the potential impact of a fire that might cause damage to 
the functions associated with Unit 3 panels 903-31, 903-32 and 903-33 or the 
corresponding Unit 2 panels 902-31, 902-32 and 902-33 including their 
associated cables. If these panels (or their cables/functions) are damaged in 
some combination, it appears this could lead to loss of the main condenser, 
emergency core cooling system (ECCS), core spray (CS), residual heat removal 
(RHR), automatic depressurization system (ADS) and high pressure coolant 
injection (HPCI). Hence, the potential risk implications of such losses might be 
significant, even if the probability of the fire scenario is low.  

Please provide an analysis of the risk implications of fires that might involve 
functions of the above cited panel combinations including the consideration of 
panel-to-panel fire spread and assuming that damage to overhead cables might 
occur for fires in any or all of the cited panels. Include a detailed description of 
the panel configurations, contents, separation provisions, and proximity of each 
panel to cables associated with the other cited panels.  

Exelon Response: 

The analysis of the Dresden AEER examined each of the cabinets contained 
within the room. Each panel was dispositioned as to its potential for fire 
propagation beyond the enclosure boundaries. In several instances, postulated 
panel fires were assumed to damage overhead cable trays. In addition, lateral 
propagation from panel to panel was also considered. With respect to the three 
specific panels listed in the RAI, their location within the room provides 
substantial separation.
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ATTACHMENT 
Response to Request for Additional Information Regarding the 

Individual Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEE) 

The panels in the AEER are arranged in a series of rows. Each row consists of a 
varying number of panels. The sides of individual panels in a row are typically in 
contact. In some instances, a gap of several inches to several feet occurs. An 
aisle, approximately 4 feet wide, separates each row of panels. Panels 902-31, 
902-32, and 902-33, as well as their Unit 3 counterparts, are located in different 
rows or separate sections of a row. A simplified diagram showing the general 
layout of panels in the AEER is provided in Figure 1.
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ATTACHMENT 
Response to Request for Additional Information Regarding the Individual Plant Examination of 

External Events (IPEEE)
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FIGURE 1 

Auxiliary Electrical Equipment Room - Simplified Diagram (not to scale)
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