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Tel, +1 212 891 3515.ý
David. Zastowsky~b~akern~etf.'Comr

*Februa~rY23, 21007

Thoiiias A. Schrnutz, Esq.
M•r•ian. Lewis & Bockitis LLP
I IlII Pennsylvania AvenuI.e NWN

: Wi~s~i gtii, DCO 20004

R-E: Davis-Besse - Exponent RePOrt

Dear Tom:

I ami sending to youl for your inforrmation thle copy of a letter snt•ei•rlier today by David

Ripsonr to Ga•ja Leidich. At Mr. Leidich's request, Ia sendinga copyto Daid Jenkins,
as well.

.,~ c~

~.) x~.'c

A~,e11~.

~

M ~st-

~

fl~ A~'

~ '.~

~tt~:.

0kw--~

David Zadslowsk-y

Cc: Ke~n Maine (by e-nail)
Jhn Hn. O~Neill (by e-mail)

David Jenkins (by e-mail)
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11&' mail and Firs! Class Mfail

Mr. Gary R. Leiclich
President and Chief Nuc' . .-r Officer..........
FirstEnergy Nuclear Operating Company
76 South Main Street
Akron, Ohio 44308

Re: Potential Safety Conicern Arising From Exponent F~ailure Analysis Associates arnd A tran
Solutions Corpor.a.ion .December 15, 2006 Report' enttled "Review and Analysis of the i.avis-
Besse March 2002 Reactor Pre~ssure Vessel Head Wastage Event"

Dcar Gan,:

Iam'writing as a follow tp to our telephone coniversation earlier today, Under ordinary circumnstances,I
would not be contacting you rega-rding matters associated wth a pendinig claim, Hlowever, wve identified a
potential safety concern that has arisen out of the filings miade by FirstEnergy Nuclear Operating Company
('"EENOU'). in the ari~btration w~ith NEIL, on the D avris- Besse 'claim. The matter has been discussed with NI
'Boardt members (two wvitli nuclear operating experience) and wvith former senior NIRC 'officials. Because the
concern has potential impact on Memnbers other than FENOC, and because NEIL, as a muitual comipany, must

.i:.7Utc ito consideration the concerns of all its Members (not to me~ntlio potential iindcmrwiting risks for NEIL
'isel),it was agreed thaitI should contact. you directly.

On December 15, 2006, FENOC, through its counsel, submnitted to NEIL a report prepared by Exponent Failure
Analysis Associates and Altran' Solutions Corporation, entitled "Review and Analysis of the Davis-Besse(March~
~2002 Reactor Pressure Vessel Head Wastage Event" ("Exponent Report"). The Exponent Report dlsagrees in a~
niinirber of ways with' the analysis presented in the Root Cause Analys~is Report entitled "Significant Degradation
of the Reactor Pressure Vessel liead" (CR 2002-0891) that FENOC submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory
Co~mmission ("'NRC"). As, just two examples, the' Exponent Report states that the crack growth rate was
significantly, higher than that stated in the Rtoot Cause R~eport and suggests higher metal removal rates uinder
,certain thermilal hydraulic conditions than t~hat presented in the Root Cause Report.

Indeed, in a Dumber of places, the Exp'onent Rep'ort contians statements that directly call into question
FENOC's conclusions in the Root Cause Report (and other subrni~sions by, FENQC to the NRC) with regard to
the cause and timeline of the damage to the Davis-Besse reactor pressure vessel head. A5 an example, FENOC.
.stated on page 24 of the Root Cause Repoirt (August 27, 2002ý,thiat 'thci corrosion rate began to nce' ,is c
:sl,6nficandy stathing at abouit I I RFO [Apil 1981 and acted~fora four year. period of tirne." In contrast_,,the

EpetReporv'staled as follows:'
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0 "[wle have conicluded that the large wastage cavity found during the 13RFO inspection in March 2002
at Nozzle 3 could have':formeid in as ittle as a few weeks in the extremre oif complete flui~d cuttinig of
"the head-" Expo~nent Report at2-~214.

0 -"t] he development 'of the'large crack at Davis-Besse Nozzle 3 and the subsequent wastage cavity
development occurred ini a much shorter time frame thian die root cause re~port concluded."
E~xponent Report at 4+13ý

NEIL has'not yet hadi time to analyze in de~ta(ihe assumuptons methodologies, models, analyses and
conclusions reached in the 757 pages of the Exponent Repor-t. hlowever, we are concerned that if the theories
postulated in the Exponent Report are indeed true, then there could be current imnplications for operating.
reactors at other NEIL Menmbers, as well Is FENOC's other PWts.

*In Particular, ExpU11ent'& pparent position is that 5uscepdble materi~s can;Fhave track-'growthl rates' thai-are-;.
Asignilicanfly higher than--previOUSly assumed anid small thrgin hwafllcrcks'can lead to high rates-of erosioni:..

andcorosin.Mate iaLus ceptibit-ity and crack gro~.rh rates are one of the bases for the NRs ruieents-
for-monitoring reactor coolanrt system-unidentified leak rates during power operation, visual (bare metal)
i~nspections of reactor pressujre vessel feads duinrhg refueling outages, and periodic volumneric examination of
penetrations,- If the theories in the Exponenit Report are correct, it could require reevaluation of the adequacy
of these NRC requiremnents arid the licensee programs implementing thiem to ensure that excessive
degradation of a reactor pressure vessel headl or other components could not occur in-less than one operating
cycle. -

We recognize that the Eixponent Report was prepared as-part ofani -ongoinig arbitration. At the same lime,
however, wve are concerneid-abu iposlecnqecs to the industry (asj-uighlighted in the previois'u.
paagahe tha tan report maycause., We therefore think it is nimportant for NEI' Mebr o know.wh eiher-th pinions adconclusions set forth in the Exponent Report represent-the position of FENOC with rcoardto,.'
the cause and timieline of the damtage to the Davis-Besse reactor pressure vessel head.

One way of determnini~ng whether the Exponent Report represents FENOC's position is to look at the actions
taken at Davis-Besse, as well as filings-that FENOC may have made, or will make, with the NRC as a result Of
the ftponent Report. (Based on our search of the public records, we have not identified any such filing -is Of
Today) NEIL has retained as consultants a number-of former senior NRC officials and obtained their input on
FENOC's reporting requirements, if any, -in connection with the Exponent Report. We have beeni'nformed
thait, if EINOC concurs with the conclusions in'the Exponent Report that the prior root cause vlainwscerror or was nion-conservative, (lie root cause report would' have to be revised an reumte 'auton wRas-ndh
LER associated with the event w~oujld also need to be revised, In that regard, we note that tie NRC's
Confirmatory Aco etrt a~sBseNula oe tto CL o 3-02-001) dated March 13, 2002

- -imposed six sets of commnitments FEN'OC had to undertake prior to restart, including "deterrnine'the root
cause of-the-degradation around'the'RFI~V head penetrations." Because this item was closed out b~ased on the'

' -ro'ot cause reports submitted by FENOC (see, e.g., N`RC letter dated September 19,- 2003), we are advised' thatI
FFN0C would have to informi the NRC if it now disagrees wvith the conclusions that formed the basis for
satisfying one of the ftenis of the CAL.
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Before deciding on w'hat actions we~ should take With Our other; Memnbers atbout the safety concern discussed in
this-letter, we thought it prud'ent to contact you and request additional .iformation onthe actions that FNOC
~has takcin in response to theK opinions andi conchisions in the Exponent Report. We therefore request that
FENOCaanswerhthe following questions:.

1) HIas FENOC prepared a Condition Report and entered the Exponent Report into thle Davis-B3esse
Corrective Action Programi for analysis?

.2) Has FENOC evaluated the opinions and conclusions in the ExponentReport with' regard to what
potential impact there in iht be on the vadrous reports a-nd analyses that were generatted by. FENOC to

Ssupport restart of Davis-Besse?

3) Has FEN~OC evaluated its reporting obligations to the NRC withi regard to the opiinions~ anld Conclusions
containe : in the Exponent Report, and has"EN .contem.plated, or is. FENIOCcontemplatini i
subrnilling any reports to the NRC (uch as a revised root ciause report) baised oiltn oiin n

cqcuoainteExponent Report? . h jfln n

HJ HiiSEENOC evalutiaed thie opinions and conclusions in th'e Ilxjpnent Report for their potential impact'Tn FElNiC's response to the NRC's Februiary 11, 20030re~0,09h'eadoteiseto
plan for the refurbished Midlanid reactor pressure vessel head that wvas installed at Davis-Bcsse?

5)' Has FliNOC evaluated the opinions and conclusions in the Exponent Report for transportability to
other systems; and components at Davis-Besse that contain Alloy 600 (such astie pressurizer)?

6) Is FENQC planning onl sharing the opinions and conclusions in the Exponenit Report with the Institute
~for Nuclear Power Operations, the technical committees or programs of [the Nuclear Energy Institute
anld the Electric Plower Research Institute, or die various reactor own7ers groups?

NEIL believes that FE$QOC's responses to the questions posed in this letter are Important so thtat NEIL can have
a betlter understaniding of whether the opinions and conclusions in the Exponent Report present a current
safety concern for other NEIL Members and whether NEIL should share the information in the Exponent
Report with die NEIL Membership for review. Understanding the response by FENOC to the Exponent Report
ýý1l1 assist us i this reggard.

This mhatter willbe a topiic of substantive discussion aft de upcomniig NEILBoard riedting on Matrch 9, 200T.
. We request that yoi respond before that time so that th or a ~ such lnformation into consideration

in determinhingfuirthcr steps, if any, that mab appropriate for NELor its Mvembrsv.

Iawait our response, and if you have any questions abouit this letter, plaefe fe ogv me a call.

David B. Ripsom


