
The Light
company____________
Houston Lighting & Pow South Texas Project Electric Gcnerating Station P.O. Box 289 Wadsworth, Texas 77483

December 20, 1995
ST-HL-AE-5255
File No.: G03.08
l OCFR50.54

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555

South Texas Project
Units 1 and 2

Docket Nos. STN 50-498; STN 50-499
Additional Information Regarding

Generic Letter 92-08. "Thermo-Lai 330-1 Fire Barriers"

Reference: NRC Correspondence from Mr. T. W. Alexion to Mr. W. T. Cottle dated
October 23, 1995 (ST-AE-HL-94354)

A revised response regarding Generic Letter 92-08 addressing areas discussed in the
enclosure to the reference letter is submitted as an attachment to this letter.

If there are any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. K. J.
(512) 972-8416 or me at (512) 972-8787. "
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cc:

Leonard J. Callan
Regional Administrator, Region IV
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400
Arlington, TX 76011-8064

Rufus S. Scott
Associate General Counsel
Houston Lighting & Power Company
P.O. Box 61067
Houston, TX 77208

Thomas W. Alexion
Project Manager
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 13H15

David P. Loveless
Sr. Resident Inspector
C/O U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P.O. Box 910
Bay City, TX 77404-0910

J. R. Newman, Esquire
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius
1800 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-5869

K. J. Fiedler/M. T. Hardt
City Public Service
P.O. Box 1771
San Antonio, TX 78296

J. C. Lanier/M. B. Lee
City of Austin
Electric Utility Department
721 Barton Springs Road
Austin, TX 78704

Central Power & Light Company
ATTN: G. E. Vaughn/C. A. Johnson
P.O. Box 289, Mail Code: N5012
Wadsworth, TX 77483

Institute of Nuclear Power
Operations - Records Center

700 Galleria Parkway
Atlanta, GA 30339-5957

Dr. Joseph M. Hendrie
50 Bellport Lane
Bellport,NY 11713

Richard A. Ratliff
Bureau of Radiation Control
Texas Department of Health
1100 West 49th Street
Austin, TX 78756-3189

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

J. R. Egan, Esquire
Egan & Associates, P.C.
2300 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

J. W. Beck
Little Harbor Consultants, Inc.
44 Nichols Road
Cohassett, MA 02025-1166



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of )

Houston Lighting & Power
Company, et al.,

South Texas Project
Units I and 2

)
)
)
)
)

Docket Nos. 50-498
50-499

AFFIDAVIT

I, T. H. Cloninger, being duly sworn, hereby depose and say that I am Vice President,
Nuclear Engineering, of Houston Lighting & Power Company; that I am duly authorized to
sign and file with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission the attached additional information
regarding Generic Letter 92-08; that I am familiar with the content thereokaRhat the
matters set forth therein are true and correct to the best of my knowleeabelief.

STATE OF TEXAS )
COUNTY OF MATAGORDA )

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and for the State of Texas, thisjOI day
of , 1995.

My UNDA RITMENBERRY
*Ntry Public, State Of 0ex/

My b~Cammsswnr Exjtres 10/99 Notary Public in and f& the
State of Texas
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
REGARDING AMPACITY DERATING

Reference: 1. Letter from T. H. Cloninger, South Texas Project to the
NRC Document Control Desk dated September 14, 1995 (ST-
HL-AE-5165)

The following information addresses Nuclear Regulatory Commission concerns and questions
regarding the applicability of the test results of Underwriter Laboratory report identified as
Project 86NK23826 for the South Texas Project Units I and 2.

1. NRC concern/question:

In Attachment 1 of the subject license submittal entitled "Ampacity Testing in UL," Bechtel
Log No. 14926-C042-00017-B3M, there are comments (pages 8 and 9 of Attachment 1) on
the deviations from the specification requirements that were noted in the subject UL report.
Specifically, Comment 6 reads "Spec. Para 5.4.3- Linear regression analysis is not used for
conductor temperature measurements as specified because of the close tolerances achieved in
maintaining the steady state temperature of conductor at 90 degrees Centigrade." This
statement appears to be inconsistent with the stated purpose of the ampacity test (i.e., maintain
a steady state temperature while measuring the current).

The linear regression method allows several thermocouple readings to be averaged over time
in order to determine the slope or rate of temperature change. A small slope value (for
example, IEEE P848 specifies) denotes the desired thermal equilibrium condition for the
current measurement.

1. South Texas Project response:

The statement in Item 6 on Page 9 of Attachment 1 which states "Linear regression analysis is
not used for conductor temperature measurements as specified because of the close tolerances
achieved in maintaining the steady state temperature of the conductor at 90'C" is consistent
with the stated purpose of the ampacity test.
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The temperature of 90'C ± 0.40C was achieved by making changes to the current over an
extended period of time. It was only when the 90'C ± 0.40C was observed not to change
over a 15 minute span that the one hour series of temperature data was collected. The data
given in the results section (Page 18) showing the start of the one hour collection and the end
of the one hour indicates the close tolerances alluded to in the statement.

The linear regression analysis would have provided a more objective and accurate result
indicating any temperature changes. However, it is believed that the start and end
temperatures indicated sufficient accuracy for the tests.

The objective of the testing was not to determine the ampacity of the cables. Instead, the
objective was to determine the % decrease in the ampacity due to the Thermo-Lag wrap.
This was accomplished by establishing a baseline ampacity for the tray/cable configuration
and then installing the Thermo-Lag material and rerunning the test. The same 15 minute
criteria was used for both tests. Since the testing was done by the same procedure, at the
same test facility, with the same cabling and by the same personnel, it is reasonable to
conclude that the slope of heat up is similar and therefore, the data can be used to calculate
the % ampacity derating caused by the Thermo-Lag wrap.

2. NRC concern/question:

The subject UL report provides an ampacity value (i.e., 34.8 amperes) for the conduit with
the 1/2-inch Thermo-Lag fire barrier which is higher than the ampacity value reported for the
baseline conduit (i.e., 34.1 amperes). Please provide a technical basis for this discrepancy.

2. South Texas Project response:

The test did not determine a significant difference between the two configurations. Within the
accuracy of the test equipment,. the results indicate the two configurations are essentially the
same. Although the test results indicated a negative derating, South Texas Project did not use
the negative value provided by the test. Instead the value of 0% was used in the calculations
for ampacity derating and sizing of the cables affected by the 1-hour conduit Thermo-Lag
wrap.
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3. NRC concern/question:

Please identify any deviations in the construction of the Thermo-Lag installations at STP with
respect to the tested UL configurations. An evaluation should analyze any deviations of the
installed configurations with respect to the test configuration for potential impact on the
applicability of the subject test results.

3. South Texas Project response:

IOCFR50 Appendix R reanalysis has been performed on all fire areas inside and outside
containment. The reanalysis inside containment has only recently been completed. The
results of these reanalyses has deternined that only one Fire Area (FA07) requires Thermo-
Lag wrap for compliance with Appendix R. This area is outside containment. There are no
installations inside containment that require Thermo-Lag wrap for compliance to provisions of
Appendix R.

The fire area outside containment (FA07) requires one 24" tray and one 4" conduit to be
wrapped for compliance in each operating plant. Reference 1 is South Texas Project's
Request for Deviation submitted for approval for these installations. These installations are
essentially the same as those configurations in the Ampacity Derating Tests conducted in
1986.

The remaining installations are being evaluated for complete removal of the Thermo-Lag
material. All Thermo-Lag installations do not include power circuits. Those raceways
wrapped with Thermo-Lag that have only instrument and control circuits are not considered to
be an ampacity derating issue due to the very low currents involved.
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4. NRC concern/question:

During the course of the investigation into the Thermal Sciences Inc. (TSI) Thermo-Lag fire
barrier issues, the staff received a UL letter dated December 30, 1986, to TSI, which put into
question the validity of the test results associated with the subject UL report. The subject UL
test report documents an ampacity test conducted on October 11, 1986. The subject UL letter
described a duplicate ampacity test completed on October 25, 1986, which was conducted by
UL personnel independent of the Bechtel and TSI representatives. A significant difference
between the two tests were the longer time period (15 minutes versus 4 hours) used to
establish thermal equilibrium in the October 25, 1986, test. Please comment on the following
technical issues raised in the attached December 30, 1986, UL letter (Attachment 2) to TSI:

(a) The observation made by the UL Senior Engineering Associate
that the TSI panels provided for both tests were uncured and
the test specimens were not representative of installed field
conditions.

(b) The adequacy of the stabilization time (i.e., 15 minutes) used
by Bechtel and TSI personnel as documented in the UL Report
Project 86NK23826, File R6802.

4. South Texas Project response:

(a) The observation made by the UL Senior Engineering Associate is unsigned.
This statement was not reflected in the official test narrative in the description of material. If
this was indeed uncured material as stated, it should have been noted in the test report
narrative in the description.

The personnel representing South Texas Project (Bechtel and HL&P) at the tests were
questioned regarding the appearance of the Thermo-Lag material used for the tests. Neither
of the individuals recall having impressions that the material looked "wet" or uncured.

(b) The temperature of 900C ± 0.41C was achieved by making changes to the
current over an extended period of time. It was only when the 901C ± 0.41C was observed
not to change over the 15 minute span that the one hour series of temperature data was
collected. The data given in the results section (Page 18) showing the start of the one hour
collection and the end of the one hour indicates the 900C ± 0.40C tolerance was maintained.
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The objective of the testing was not to determine the amnpacity of the cables. Instead, the
objective was to determine the % decrease in the ampacity due to the Thermo-Lag wrap.
This was accomplished by establishing a baseline ampacity for the tray/cable configuration
and then installing the Thermo-Lag material and rerunning the test. The same 15 minute
criteria was used for both tests. Since the testing was done by the same procedure, at the
same test facility, with the same cabling and by the same personnel, it is reasonable to believe
that the slope of heat up is similar and therefore, the data can be used to calculate the percent
ampacity derating caused by the Thermo-Lag wrap.
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