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Dear Commissioners and Staff:

PG&E Letter DCL-03-174, dated December 19, 2003, submitted License
Amendment Request (LAR) 03-16, "Revised Wedge Region Exclusion Zones for
Steam Generator Tube Alternate Repair Criteria." LAR 03-16 proposes new steam
generator wedge region exclusion zones for outside diameter stress corrosion
cracking alternate repair criteria at tube support plate intersections, and for primary
water stress corrosion cracking alternate repair criteria at dented tube support plate
intersections.

On March 2, 2004, and March 23, 2004, the NRC staff requested additional
information required to complete the review of LAR 03-16. A non-proprietary
version of PG&E's responses to the staffs questions is provided in Enclosure 1. A
proprietary version of PG&E's responses to the staffs questions is provided in
Enclosure 3.

Enclosure 3 contains information proprietary to Westinghouse Electric Company
LLC ("Westinghouse"). Accordingly, Enclosure 2 includes a Westinghouse
authorization letter, CAW-04-1827, an accompanying affidavit, a Proprietary
Information Notice, and a Copyright Notice. The affidavit is signed by
Westinghouse, the owner of the information. The affidavit sets forth the basis on
which the Westinghouse proprietary information contained in Enclosure 3 may be
withheld from public disclosure by the Commission, and it addresses with specificity
the considerations listed in paragraph (b)(4) of 10 CFR 2.390 of the Commission's
regulations. PG&E requests that the Westinghouse proprietary information be
withheld from public disclosure in accordance with 10 CFR 2.390.
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Correspondence with respect to the copyright or proprietary aspects of the
application for withholding related to the Westinghouse proprietary information, or
the Westinghouse affidavit provided in Enclosure 2, should reference Westinghouse
Letter CAW-04-1827 and be addressed to J. A. Gresham, Manager, Regulatory
Compliance and Plant Licensing, Westinghouse Electric Company LLC,
P.O. Box 355, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230-0355.

This information does not affect the results of the technical evaluation or the no
significant hazards consideration determination previously transmitted in PG&E
Letter DCL-03-174.

If you have any questions, or require additional information, please contact
Stan Ketelsen at (805) 545-4720.

Sincerely,

David H. Oatley
Vice President and General Manager - Diablo Canyon

kjse/4328
Enclosures
cc: Edgar Bailey, DHS

Bruce S. Mallett
David L. ProuIx
Diablo Distribution

cc/enc: Girija S. Shukla
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY)

)
Diablo Canyon Power Plant )
Units 1 and2 ))

Docket No. 50-275
Facility Operating License
No. DPR-80

Docket No. 50-323
Facility Operating License
No. DPR-82

AFFIDAVIT

David H. Oatley, of lawful age, first being duly sworn upon oath says that he is
Vice President and General Manager - Diablo Canyon of Pacific Gas and Electric
Company; that he has executed this response to the NRC request for additional
information on License Amendment Request 03-16 on behalf of said company with
full power and authority to do so; that he is familiar with the content thereof; and that
the facts stated therein are true and correct to the best of his knowledge, information,
and belief.

David H. Oatley
Vice President and General Manager - Diablo Canyon

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 13th day of May 2004.

Notary Public
County of San Luis Obispo
State of California

_ 9 Commlub # 14255 1
Notafy PuN -Caolfomia f
Son Luis Obispo County -

*comlm. J Ai1S.20071
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PG&E Response to NRC Request for Additional Information
on License Amendment Request 03-16, "Revised Wedge Region Exclusion

Zones for Steam Generator Tube Alternate Repair Criteria,"
based on

Westinghouse Electric Company LLC letter "Request for Additional
Information on License Amendment Request 03-16 Revised Wedge Region

Exclusion Zones for Steam Generator Tube Alternate Repair Criteria for
Diablo Canyon Units I & 2" (non-proprietary), dated April 2004.

Questions Related to LOCA Loads

NRC Question 1:

In License Amendment Request 03-16, PG&E, the licensee of Diablo Canyon Power
Plant (DCPP), stated that the new wedge region exclusion zones are based on new
analyses of loss-of-coolant accident (LOCA) plus safe shutdown earthquake (SSE)
loads completed in 2003 using plant-specific accident loads which were not
available in 1992. The licensee further stated that the revised analysis reduces the
number of tubes that are potentially susceptible to deformation and in-leakage from
462 tubes (1992 analysis) to 262 tubes (2003 analysis) per Steam Generator (SG).
The staff has identified that the following request for additional information (RAls) is
needed to complete the review of the License Amendment Request (LAR) 03-16:

1. Provide the comparison of the 1992 analysis with 2003 analysis in the areas of
(a) break sizes and locations, and (b) assumptions and methods of analysis,
including computer codes used.

PG&E Response:

PG&E's request for NRC approval of the 1992 analysis was made in LAR 97-03,
submitted in PG&E letter DCL-97-034, "License Amendment Request 97-03
Voltage-Based Alternate Steam Generator Tube Repair Limit for Outside Diameter
Stress Corrosion Cracking at Tube Support Plate Intersections," dated February 26,
1997. The NRC approved the 1992 analysis in the NRC letter to PG&E dated
March 12,1998, which issued Amendment No. 124 to Facility Operating License
No. DPR-80 and Amendment No. 122 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-82 for
the DCPP, Unit Nos. 1 and 2, respectively.

Part (a)

For the 1992 analysis, the SG tube support plate (TSP) loads for a LOCA were
based on a break of the SG outlet line, a 31-inch pipe. For the 2003 analysis the
SG TSP loads for a LOCA are based on a break of the residual heat removal line, a
14-inch pipe. The change in pipe size is based on qualification of DCPP for
leak-before-break (LBB) of the primary piping. In an NRC letter to PG&E dated
March 2,1993, the NRC approved PG&E's LBB evaluation of primary piping for
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DCPP Units I and 2. It is accepted practice, as documented in the response to
Question 3 below, to establish SG TSP loads and tube stresses using the limiting
branch line break for plants that have LBB licensed for the primary piping.

Part (b)

The analysis methodology, as discussed on Page 11 of the March 12,1998, NRC
letter, is identical for both the 1992 and 2003 analysis, except as follows. The
general-purpose finite element computer code used to analyze the time history
response of the tube changed from WECAN in 1992 to ANSYS in 2003. Both are
generally accepted codes for performing finite element analysis. The change in
codes was made to allow PG&E to repeat the analysis at some future date if so
desired. The finite element model used for the two analyses was essentially the
same.

NRC Question 2:

Compare, in general, the results of LOCA analyses based on 1992 analysis and
2003 analysis for the SG tube loads in terms of TSP deformations (or
displacements) and tube stresses.

PG&E Response:

The key parameter for establishing wedge exclusion zones is the in-plane TSP
loads. For the 1992 analysis, the maximum plate load for the LOCA is 184.50 kips
versus 43.76 kips for the 2003 analysis. The reduction in TSP load is solely due to
the change in break size from the 1992 analysis to the 2003 analysis.

NRC Question 3:

Provide references previously approved by the NRC used in support of the
responses to the above RAls.

PG&E Response:

An analysis methodology identical to what was used for both the 1992 and 2003
analyses, is documented in the following NRC documents:

* NRC letter to PG&E dated March 12, 1998, "Issuance of Amendments for
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Unit No. 1 (TAC No. M97254) and
Unit No. 2 (TAC No. M97255)". This letter approves the 1992 LOCA plus
SSE analysis for DCPP Units 1 and 2.

* NRC letter to Houston Lighting and Power Company dated May 22, 1996,
uSouth Texas Project Unit 1, License Amendment 83 to Facility Operating
License NPF-76 (TAC M94535)." This letter approves use of a branch line

2



Enclosure 1
PG&E letter DCL-04-057

break to establish wedge exclusion zones at South Texas Project Unit 1, in
accordance with leak-before-break methodology.

NRC Question 4:

Provide a summary of LOCA analysis parameters as requested in the March 18,
2004 telephone call.

PG&E Response:

The requested data is provided in Table 1.

Questions Related to Seismic Loads

NRC Question 1:

In Section 4.2 of Enclosure I to the amendment request letter, the licensee stated
that, for DCPP, the limiting faulted seismic event is the double design earthquake
(DDE). The licensee further stated that the DDE stresses in the SG tubes are
greater than the Hosgri-induced stresses. Provide the comparison of seismic loads
developed for TSP loads and the SG tube stresses by providing the plant-specific
response spectra at ground and at SG supports under DDE and Hosgri
earthquakes, and explain why the limiting faulted seismic event is the DDE.

PG&E Response:

Plots of the seismic spectra used in the 1992 and 2003 analyses are shown in
Figures 1 through 10. A description of the content for each figure is summarized in
the following table.
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Figure Analysis Earthquake Description
No. Year
1 1992 Safe Shutdown Plant X

Earthquake (SSE) Horizontal Ground Spectra
North-South

2 1992 SSE Plant X
Horizontal Ground Spectra

East-West
3 1992 SSE Plant X

Horizontal Support Spectra
4 1992 Earthquake B Diablo Canyon

(see discussion below) Horizontal Ground Spectra
5 1992 Earthquake D Modified Diablo Canyon

(see discussion below) Horizontal Ground Spectra
6 1992 Design Earthquake Diablo Canyon

(DE) Umbrella Horizontal Ground Spectra
(see discussion below)

6 1992 Double Design Diablo Canyon
Earthquake (DDE) Horizontal Ground Spectra

Umbrella
(see discussion below)

7 1992 DDE Diablo Canyon
Horizontal Support Spectra -

1 Percent Damping
8 2003 DDE Diablo Canyon - Support Spectra -

4 Percent Damping
9 2003 Hosgri Diablo Canyon - Horizontal Ground

Acceleration
10 2003 Hosgri Diablo Canyon - Support Spectra -

I 1_ 4 Percent Damping

As documented in the DCPP Final Safety Analysis Report, "For design purposes,
the response spectra for each damping level from Earthquake B and Earthquake
D-modified are combined to produce an envelope spectrum. The acceleration value
for any period on the envelope spectrum is equal to the larger of the two values from
the Earthquake B spectrum and the Earthquake D-modified spectrum:" It further
states, "The DE is the hypothetical earthquake that would produce these horizontal
and vertical accelerations. ...To ensure adequate reserve energy capacity, Design
Class I structures and equipment are reviewed for the DDE. The DDE is the
hypothetical earthquake that would produce accelerations twice those of the DE."
Thus, an umbrella curve is generated for the spectra in Figure 4 and Figure 5 to
develop the corresponding DE ground spectrum, as shown in Figure 6. Also shown
in Figure 6 is the corresponding DDE ground acceleration spectrum, which is simply
twice the DE umbrella spectrum.
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Comparison of the horizontal support spectra for the DDE and the Hosgri spectra in
Figure 8 and Figure 10, respectively, for the 2003 analysis, shows that the peak
accelerations for the DDE seismic event (8 to 9 g's horizontal) bound the spectra for
the Hosgri seismic event (6 g's horizontal). The vertical spectra for the Hosgri event
is slightly higher than the DDE event (1.7 g's versus 1.3 g's); however, the horizontal
response of the SGs is the dominant loading in terms of the in-plane SG TSP loads.

The 2003 seismic analysis of the DCPP SGs evaluated both the DDE and the
Hosgri spectra. The analysis results show the maximum tube stresses and plate
loads to be as follows:

Seismic Tube Stress Tube Stress Maximum
Event Membrane + Membrane + TSP Load

Bending Bending (kips)
In-Plane Out Of Plane-Plane

(ksi) (ksi)

DDE 35.31 44.87 278.4

Hosgri 19.31 40.70 201.1

The relative magnitudes of the tube stresses and plate loads for the DDE spectra
and the Hosgri spectra are consistent with the relative magnitudes of the two SG
support spectra.

NRC Question 2:

Describe any differences in seismic loads and methods of analysis used between
the 1992 analysis and the 2003 analysis.

PG&E Response:

The fundamental difference between the DDE TSP loads for the 1992 and 2003
analyses is that the DDE loads for the 1992 analysis are estimated from existing
loads for another plant (Plant X) while the 2003 DDE loads are the result of a plant
specific seismic analysis for DCPP. For the 1992 analysis, the DDE TSP loads for
DCPP were estimated based on an analysis for another plant and a comparison of
the applied spectra and the DCPP spectra. For the 2003 analysis, the TSP loads,
due to seismic for DCPP, were calculated using an analysis that is specific to DCPP
and application of the DCPP-specific DDE response spectra in Figure 8. The 1992
and 2003 analyses both utilized a non-linear time history analysis methodology;
however, the 1992 analysis used the WECAN computer code (and the Plant X
seismic time history), while the 2003 analysis used the ANSYS computer code (and
the DCPP seismic time history). For the 1992 analysis, the maximum plate load due
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to seismic DDE was estimated to be 289.91 kips, versus 278.4 kips for the DCPP
plant-specific 2003 analysis.

One significant difference between the 1992 analysis and the 2003 analysis is that
loads were calculated for each TSP for the 2003 plant specific analysis, whereas
only one load was calculated for the 1992 analysis that was conservatively assumed
to occur at each plate. For the 1992 analysis, the maximum plate load for seismic
DDE (289.91 kips) was assumed to occur at the top TSP, whereas the maximum
plate load for the 2003 analysis was determined to occur at the bottom plate in the
bundle. The maximum load for the top plate in the 2003 analysis is 186.3 kips. The
combined LOCA+SSE load for the top plate for the 1992 analysis was 343.64 kips,
versus 191.37 kips for the 2003 analysis. For the 1992 analysis, it was assumed
that the combined load of 343.64 kips occurred at each plate. The 2003 analysis
maximum plate loads for Plates 2-6 are on the order of 200 kips, 42 percent less
than the estimated plate load of 343.64 kips assumed for the 1992 analysis. A
summary of the combined LOCA+SSE TSP loads for the 1992 and 2003 analyses is
shown in Table 2.

NRC Question 3:

Provide references previously approved by the NRC used in support of the
responses to the above RAls.

PG&E Response:

The 1992 and 2003 time history analyses both utilized a nonlinear transient dynamic
analysis methodology, with the WECAN computer code being used for the 1992
analysis and the ANSYS computer code used for the 2003 analysis. Approval of the
nonlinear transient dynamic analysis methodology used in the 1992 analysis is
contained in the NRC letter to PG&E dated March 12, 1998, 'Issuance of
Amendments for Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Unit No. I (TAC No. M97254)
and Unit No. 2 (TAC No. M97255)".

Questions Related to Identification of Potentially Susceptible Tubes

NRC Question 1:

Describe the factors that contributed to the significant reduction in the number of,
tubes that are excluded from the application of Alternate Repair Criteria (ARC) for
the DCPP SG tubes.
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PG&E Response:

The factors that led to the reduction in the number of tubes excluded from the
application of SG alternate repair criteria (ARC) for the DCPP tubes are as follows:

a. The reduction in plate load due to combined LOCA+SSE is from 343.64 kips to
278.4 kips for the limiting plate, and from 343.64 kips to approximately 200 kips
for the remaining plates. The reduction in load from 343.64 kips for the limiting
plate to 200 kips for Plates 2-7 represents a reduction in load of 42 percent.
(Note that the reduction in the number of excluded tubes from 462 to 262, a 43
percent reduction, is consistent with the reduction in load.)

b. For the 1992 analysis, each of the six wedge locations for each plate was
assumed to experience the same area reduction. The 2003 analysis showed
that the various wedge groups around the plate periphery experience different
peak loads. This variation in peak load was accounted for in determining the
number of affected tubes for each of the wedge locations. The maximum loads
cited above correspond to the maximums experienced at any of the six wedge
locations. Some wedge locations experienced loads well below the maximum
load, as low as 75 kips at one location.

c. The methodology for estimating the number of affected tubes for the 1992
analysis was based on the plate crush tests for the Model D SGs with a factor of
three applied to account for load differences. This resulted in a conservative
upper bound estimate of 7.5 percent flow area reduction for the DCPP SGs. The
7.5 percent area reduction was distributed equally to each of the six wedge
locations and corresponded to 42 tubes per wedge location. To account for
uncertainties in selecting the susceptible tube locations, an enveloping group of
tubes was selected at each of the six wedge locations, resulting in a total of 468
tubes per S/G being conservatively included in the wedge region exclusion
zones.

For the 2003 analysis, the number of tubes predicted to be deformed was based on
plate crush tests for the Model 51 SG plates. These tests accounted for the
orientation of the wedges and hole penetration patterns relative to the direction of
load.

NRC Question 2:

In determining the number of SIG tubes to be excluded from the application of the
ARC, the licensee stated that, based on the plate crush tests, a maximum of
120 tubes (3.5 percent) will deform. This number was then increased to a total of
262 tubes to conservatively accommodate for uncertainties in the analysis. Describe
these uncertainties in the analysis. Are there any uncertainties in the plate crush
tests needed to be accounted for? Describe the criteria for determining those
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additional tubes (not based on the plate crush tests) that are to be excluded from
the application of the ARC.

PG&E Response:

The "uncertainties in the analysis" referred to in LAR 03-16 refers to the uncertainty
in defining a specific set of tube locations from the crush tests. There is no need to
increase the number of excluded tubes to account for uncertainties in the seismic
and LOCA analyses. The seismic and LOCA analyses have been performed in a
conservative manner such that the calculated plate loads provide additional
conservatism in the analysis. For instance, the LOCA analysis assumes that the
maximum load contribution from each tube occurs at the same time in the transient.
In actuality, the maximum loads occur at different times, and at any given time
during the transient the load in different tube radii may oppose each other. For the
seismic analysis, the lumping of tube masses is such that the maximum plate loads
are higher than would be expected if each tube were modeled separately. The
grouping of tubes assumes that all of the straight leg tubes respond in unison during
the seismic event, a conservative assumption.

As noted in LAR 03-16, the "uncertainties in the analysis" address "issues like
misalignment of holes and other local anomalies (that) could cause a slightly
different set of tubes to be deformed than indicated in the plate crush tests." The
specific tubes included in the exclusion zones are based initially on the test results,
with additional tubes, predominantly on the periphery of the affected area, being
included to address the above uncertainties. Overall, the number of tubes selected
for the exclusion zones result in a factor of safety of over two being applied to the
calculated number of affected tubes. (It should be noted that finite element
analyses performed to evaluate the effects of local anomalies, such as a missing
ligament in the vicinity of wedge groups, have shown such local anomalies to have
little or no effect on the plate stresses in the vicinity of the wedges. Thus, a factor of
over two on the number of excluded tubes is considered conservative relative to the
effect of local anomalies.) The methodology for defining the applicable tubes to be
excluded is identical to the methodology discussed and approved in NRC letter to
PG&E dated March 12, 1998, "Issuance of Amendments for Diablo Canyon Nuclear
Power Plant, Unit No. 1 (TAC No. M97254) and Unit No. 2 (TAC No. M97255).
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Table I
Comparison of LOCA Hydraulic Loads on Steam Generator

1992 and 2003 Calculations

l 1992 Analysis 2003 Analysis

HYDRAULIC LOADS
Code Used to Calculate MULTIFLEX, Version 1.0 I MULTIFLEX, Version 3.0 /
Hydraulic Load Calculates rarefaction pressure Calculates rarefaction pressure

time history through the tube time history through the tube
bundle bundle

Justification for Code Use WCAP-8708 / WCAP-8709 Version 3 of MUTIFLEX is used
SER Acceptance 6/17177. for this analysis. However, the

specific code options used for
SG analysis are unchanged

._ from Version 1 of the code
Break Location / Pipe Size SG Outlet Residual Heat Removal Line

31" Pipe 14" Pipe
STRUCTURAL RESPONSE
Method (or Code) Used to Finite element analysis of tubes Finite element analysis of tubes
Calculate Effect (on SGs) using WECAN computer code / using ANSYS computer code /

Time history analysis Time history analysis
Justification for Method Westinghouse proprietary General purpose finite element
or Code Use general purpose finite element program obtained from

code qualified using the approved 3rd party (ANSYS,
guidelines of Westinghouse Inc.) qualified using
QMP program Westinghouse QMP program.

Calculated Effect (on SGs) TSP Loads 184.50 kips TSP Loads 43.76 kips

PLANT CONSEQUENCES
Method (or Code) Used to Comparison of plate loads to Comparison of plate loads to
Calculate Plant Consequences TSP crush test data TSP crush test data
Justification for Use Of Code Tests performed to establish Tests performed to establish
or Method plate / deflection characteristics plate / deflection characteristics

for in-plane loads for in-plane loads
Calculated Consequences (e.g., LOCA loads combined with LOCA loads combined with
"SG tube damage exceeds limit, seismic plate loads seismic plate loads
requiring SG repair", "SG tube (LOCA+SSE) / Identify tubes (LOCA+SSE) I Identify tubes

damage exceeds limit, requiring where permanent deformation where permanent deformation
a different SG repair method") could potentially occur /462 could potentially occur / 262

tubes excluded from ARC tubes excluded from ARC
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Table 2
Summary of Plate Loads
1992 and 2003 Analyses

a,c
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Diablo Canyon - 2003 Analysis
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Diablo Canyon - 2003 Analysis

Hosgri Earthquake
Horizontal Ground Spectra

19



Enclosure 1
PG&E letter DCL-04-057

Response Spectra - 4% HOSGRI - East-West

7.0

6.0

5.0

8 4.0

s 3.0

2.0

1.0

0.0

:I II
I -ANSYS Generated SpectrumI

0 PG&IE Input Spectrum I

I' I

I I

0 S 10 15 20

Frequency [hz]

25 30 35 40

Response Spectra -4% HOSGRI - North-South

7.0- -

6.0-

r I; - ANSYS Generated Spectrum
5.0 r. PG&E Input Spectrum

84.0

¢ 3.0

2.0

1.0-

0.0
0 5 1 0 1 5 20 25 30 35 40

Frequency lhz]

Response Spectra - 4% HOSGRI - Vertical

1.8

1.6 - _|_ANS 5 Ge

1.4- f -1 l | PG&E Inpu
la 1.2 _____ ____

191.0

2 08 ________

i 0.6 - 1__ _____

0.4

0.2-

0.0 I i I I
20

Frequency [hz]

Figure 10
Diablo Canyon - 2003 Analysis
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Enclosure 2
PG&E letter DCL-04-057

Proprietary Notice and Application for Withholding for information based on
Westinghouse Electric LLC letter uRequest for Additional Information on License

Amendment Request 03-16 Revised Wedge Region Exclusion Zones for
Steam Generator Tube Alternate Repair Criteria for

Diablo Canyon Units 1 & 2" (proprietary), dated April 2004.



Westinghouse Westinghouse Electric Company
Nuclear Services
P.O.1Box355
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 1 5230-0355
USA

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Direct tel:
Direct fax:

e-mail:

(412) 3744643
(412) 3744011
greshajaewestinghouse.Com

Our ref: CAW-04- 1827

April 28, 2004

APPLICATION FOR WITHHOLDING PROPRIETARY
INFORMATION FROM PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

Subject: Transmittal of "Request for Additional Information on License Amendment Request 03-16
Revised Wedge Region Exclusion Zones for Steam Generator Tube Alternate Repair Criteria
for Diablo Canyon Units I & 2" (Proprietary)

The proprietary information for which withholding is being requested in the above-referenced report is
further identified in Affidavit CAW-04-1827 signed by the owner of the proprietary information,
Westinghouse Electric Company LLC. The affidavit, which accompanies this letter, sets forth the basis
on which the information may be withheld from public disclosure by the Commission and addresses with
specificity the considerations listed in paragraph (b)(4) of 10 CFR Section 2.3 90 of the Commission's
regulations.

Accordingly, this letter authorizes the utilization of the accompanying affidavit by Pacific Gas & Electric.

Correspondence with respect to the proprietary aspects of the application for withholding or the
Westinghouse affidavit should reference this letter, CAW-04-1827, and should be addressed to
J. A. Gresham, Manager, Regulatory Compliance and Plant Licensing, Westinghouse
Electric Company LLC, P.O. Box 355, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230-0355.

Very trly y rs,

A. Gresham, Manager
Regulatory Compliance and Plant Licensing

Enclosures

cc: G. Shukla, NRC (letter only)

W. Macon, NRC (letter only)
E. Peyton, NRC (letter only)

A BNFL Group company



CANV-04-1827

AFFIDAVIT

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA:

Ss

COUNTY OF ALLEGHENY:

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared J. A. Gresham, who, being by me duly

sworn according to law, deposes and says that he is authorized to execute this Affidavit on behalf of

Westinghouse Electric Company LLC (Westinghouse), and that the averments of fact set forth in this

Affidavit are true and correct to the best of his knowledge, information, and belief:

J. A. Gresham, Manager

Regulatory Compliance and Plant Licensing

Sworn to and subscribed

before me this 49 day

of 2 7 ,2004

Notary Public

Notad Sed
Shamn L Floi, Notart Pub s

M onevile oro, Meg Couny
,lay Comassion Exres January 29, 2007
Member. Peresaa Assocton Of Notales
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(1) I am Manager, Regulatory Compliance and Plant Licensing, in Nuclear Services, Westinghouse

Electric Company LLC (Westinghouse), and as such, I have been specifically delegated the

function of reviewing the proprietary information sought to be withheld from public disclosure in

connection with nuclear power plant licensing and rule making proceedings, and am authorized to

apply for its withholding on behalf of Westinghouse.

(2) I am making this Affidavit in conformance with the provisions of 10 CFR Section 2.390 of the

Commission's regulations and in conjunction with the Westinghouse "Application for

Withholding" accompanying this Affidavit.

(3) I have personal knowledge of the criteria and procedures utilized by Westinghouse in designating

information as a trade secret, privileged or as confidential commercial or financial information.

(4) Pursuant to the provisions of paragraph (b)(4) of Section 2.390 of the Commission's regulations,

the following is furnished for consideration by the Commission in determining whether the

information sought to be withheld from public disclosure should be withheld.

(i) The information sought to be withheld from public disclosure is owned and has been held

in confidence by Westinghouse.

(ii) The information is of a type customarily held in confidence by Westinghouse and not

customarily disclosed to the public. Westinghouse has a rational basis for determining

the types of information customarily held in confidence by it and, in that connection,

utilizes a system to determine when and whether to hold certain types of information in

confidence. The application of that system and the substance of that system constitutes

Westinghouse policy and provides the rational basis required.

Under that system, information is held in confidence if it falls in one or more of several

types, the release of which might result in the loss of an existing or potential competitive

advantage, as follows:

(a) The information reveals the distinguishing aspects of a process (or component,

structure, tool, method, etc.) where prevention of its use by any of
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Westinghouse's competitors without license from Westinghouse constitutes a

competitive economic advantage over other companies.

(b) It consists of supporting data, including test data, relative to a process (or

component, structure, tool, method, etc.), the application of which data secures a

competitive economic advantage, e.g., by optimization or improved

marketability.

(c) Its use by a competitor would reduce his expenditure of resources or improve his

competitive position in the design, manufacture, shipment, installation, assurance

of quality, or licensing a similar product.

(d) It reveals cost or price information, production capacities, budget levels, or

commercial strategies of Westinghouse, its customers or suppliers.

(e) It reveals aspects of past, present, or future Westinghouse or customer funded

development plans and programs of potential commercial value to Westinghouse.

(f) It contains patentable ideas, for which patent protection may be desirable.

There are sound policy reasons behind the Westinghouse system which include the

following:

(a) The use of such information by Westinghouse gives Westinghouse a competitive

advantage over its competitors. It is, therefore, withheld from disclosure to

protect the Westinghouse competitive position.

(b) It is information that is marketable in many ways. The extent to which such

information is available to competitors diminishes the Westinghouse ability to

sell products and services involving the use of the information.

(c) Use by our competitor would put Westinghouse at a competitive disadvantage by

reducing his expenditure of resources at our expense.
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(d) Each component of proprietary information pertinent to a particular competitive

advantage is potentially as valuable as the total competitive advantage. If

competitors acquire components of proprietary information, any one component

may be the key to the entire puzzle, thereby depriving Westinghouse of a

competitive advantage.

(e) Unrestricted disclosure would jeopardize the position of prominence of

Westinghouse in the world market, and thereby give a market advantage to the

competition of those countries.

(f) The Westinghouse capacity to invest corporate assets in research and

development depends upon the success in obtaining and maintaining a

competitive advantage.

(iii) The information is being transmitted to the Commission in confidence and, under the

provisions of 10 CFR Section 2.390, it is to be received in confidence by the

Commission.

(iv) The information sought to be protected is not available in public sources or available

information has not been previously employed in the same original manner or method to

the best of our knowledge and belief.

(v) The proprietary information sought to be withheld in this submittal is that which is

appropriately marked in "Request for Additional Information on License Amendment

Request 03-16 Revised Wedge Region Exclusion Zones for Steam Generator Tube

Alternate Repair Criteria for Diablo Canyon Units I & 2" (Proprietary), dated April

2004, being transmitted by the Pacific Gas & Electric Company letter and Application for

Withholding Proprietary Information from Public Disclosure, to the Document Control

Desk. The proprietary information as submitted for use by Westinghouse for Diablo

Canyon Units 1 & 2 is expected to be applicable for other licensee submittals in response

*to certain NRC requirements for justification of reducing the number of steam generator

tubes that are potentially susceptible to deformation.

This information is part of that which will enable Westinghouse to:
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(a) Assess the number of steam generator tubes that are potentially susceptible to

deformation.

(b) Assist the customer in gaining NRC approval.

Further this information has substantial commercial value as follows:

(a) Westinghouse plans to sell the use of similar information to its customers for

purposes of meeting NRC requirements for licensing documentation.

(b) Westinghouse can sell support and defense of the reduction in the number of

steam generator tubes that are potentially susceptible to deformation.

(c) The information requested to be withheld reveals the distinguishing aspects of a

methodology which was developed by Westinghouse.

Public disclosure of this proprietary information is likely to cause substantial harm to the

competitive position of Westinghouse because it would enhance the ability of

competitors to provide similar documentation and licensing defense services for

commercial power reactors without commensurate expenses. Also, public disclosure of

the information would enable others to use the information to meet NRC requirements for

licensing documentation without purchasing the right to use the information.

The development of the technology described in part by the information is the result of

applying the results of many years of experience in an intensive Westinghouse effort and

the expenditure of a considerable sum of money.

In order for competitors of Westinghouse to duplicate this information, similar technical

programs would have to be performed and a significant manpower effort, having the

requisite talent and experience, would have to be expended.

Further the deponent sayeth not.



PROPRIETARY INFORMATION NOTICE

Transmitted herewith are proprietary and/or non-proprietary versions of documents furnished to the NRC
in connection with requests for generic and/or plant-specific review and approval,

In order to conform to the requirements of 10 CFR 2.390 of the Commission's regulations concerning the
protection of proprietary information so submitted to the NRC, the information which is proprietary in the
proprietary versions is contained within brackets, and where the proprietary information has been deleted
in the non-proprietary versions, only the brackets remain (the information that was contained within the
brackets in the proprietary versions having been deleted). The justification for claiming the information
so designated as proprietary is indicated in both versions by means of lower case letters (a) through (f)
located as a superscript immediately following the brackets enclosing each item of information being
identified as proprietary or in the margin opposite such information. These lower case letters refer to the
types of information Westinghouse customarily holds in confidence identified in Sections (4)(ii)(a)
through (4)(ii)(f) of the affidavit accompanying this transmittal pursuant to 10 CFR 2.390(b)(1).



COPYRIGHT NOTICE

The reports transmitted herewith each bear a Westinghouse copyright notice. The NRC is permitted to
make the number of copies of the information contained in these reports which are necessary for its
internal use in connection with generic and plant-specific reviews and approvals as well as the issuance,
denial, amendment, transfer, renewal, modification, suspension, revocation, or violation of a license,
permit, order, or regulation subject to the requirements of 10 CFR 2.390 regarding restrictions on public
disclosure to the extent such information has been identified as proprietary by Westinghouse, copyright
protection notwithstanding. With respect to the non-proprietary versions of these reports, the NRC is
permitted to make the number of copies beyond those necessary for its internal use which are necessary in
order to have one copy available for public viewing in the appropriate docket files in the public document
room in Washington, DC and in local public document rooms as may be required by NRC regulations if
the number of copies submitted is insufficient for this purpose. Copies made by the NRC must include
the copyright notice in all instances and the proprietary notice if the original was identified as proprietary.


