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From: Eric Duncan
To: Geoffrey Grant; James Caldwell
Date: 03/20/2007 11:28:05 AM
Subject: NEIL Letter

Please find attached the e-mail from the Davis-Besse SRI that contains the NEIL letter.

Eric.
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"JER7@NRC.GOV" <jer7@nrc.gov>
"ERD@NRC.GOV' <erd@nrc.gov>
03/08/2007 2:32:30 PM
Letter

CC: "JER7@NRC.GOV" <jer7@nrc.gov>
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Tel: + 1 212 891 3518
David.Zasiowsky obakerflet.com

Vki E-Mail

February 23, 2007

Thomas A. .Schninttz, Esq.
Moru~ari. Lewis & Bockius LLP
I I I 1 Pennsylvania Aven~ue. NW
Washington,,D 2j0004

R E: Davis-Besse - Exponent Report

Dear Tom:

I amn sending to you for your informatlion the copy, of a leter sIent ea~rlier, today',by Daid

'Ripsbmn to Gary Leidich. At Mr. Leidich's requ~est, I arn ending a copy: to David Jenkins
'as wvelt.

Sliik erel yous

David ,iaslowsky

Cc: Ken Marine (by e-mail)
John H-. O'N~eill (by e-mail)
David Jenk~ins by e-mail)

NYOMAS/1 03194.
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NEIL

February. 23, 2007
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Via email and Firsi Class& Aail'

Mr. Gar), R. Leidich
President and Chief Nuclear Ofifcer
Firsilinergy Nuclear Operating Company
76 South Main Street
A..i:i, Ohio 443

R e -,:::::::: ::: Potential Safety Concern Arising From Exponent Failure Analsis Associates and Altran
SSolutions Corporation, December 15, 2006 Report entitled "Review and Analysis of the Davis-
Besse March 2002 Reactor Pressure Vessel Head Wastage Event"

Dear Gary:

I am wr'itinig as a follow tip to our telephone conv~ersation earlier today. Under ordinary circumstances,I
would no( be contacting you rega~rding matters associated with a pending claim. However, we Identified a
potential safety concern that has arisen out of the filings made by FirstEnerg Nuclear Oper-ating Company
(1FENOC") in the arbitration wNIth NEIL on the Davis-Besse claim.. The mattr las been discussed with NEIL
Board members (two with nuclear operating experience) and with former senior NRC officials. Because the
conicern has potential impact on Members *other than FENOC, and because NEIL, as a mutual comnpany, muist
take inito consideration the concerns of all its Members (not to mention potential underwriting risks for NEIL
itsel), it was agreed that I should contact you directly.

On December 15, 22006, FENOC, thr'ough its couinsel, 'submitted to NEIL a report prepared by' Exponent failure
Analysis Associates and.Altran Solutions Corporation, entitled' "'Review and An~alysis of dhe Davis-Besse March
2002 Reactor Pressure Vesel Head Wastage Event" ("Exponent Report"). The Exponient Report disagrees in a
IlUmrber of ways with thc analysis presented In the Root Cause funalysis Report entitled "Significant Degradation
of the R~eactor Pressure Vessel Hiead" (CR 2002-0891) that FENOC submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory'
Comsin(NIC) sjs two exaples, the Exponent Report states, that the crack growth rate was
significantly higher~ than that stated In the Root Cause Repor 't and suggests higher metal removal r~ates under
certian thermial hydraulic conditions than that presented in the Root Cause Report.

Indeed, in a number of places, the Exponent Report contains statements that~ directly call intoquestion
FENOC's conclusions in 'the Root Cau 'se Report (and other submissions by FENOC to the NRC) with regard to
the cause and timeline 'of the damage to the Davis-Besse reactor pressure vessel head. As an example, PENOC,
stated on page 24 of the Root Cause Report (August 27, 2002) that " tie corrosion rate began to increaise
significantly startingat about I I RFO [April 19981 and acted for a four year period of time," In contrast, the
Exponent Report stated as follows:
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0~ " wle have concluded that the large wastage cavity found during the 13RF-O inspection in March 2002
at Nozzle 3 could have formed in as little as a few weeks in the extremhe of complete fluid cuttinigof
the head." Ex~ponent R~eport at 2-14.

09 '111he development of the large crack at-Davis-Bese Nozzle 3 and the subsequent w~rStage cavity
development occurred in auhsote irne frame than the root cause report,ct'nc ud(ld."
Exponent Report ati4-13,

NEIL has not yet had time to analyze in detail thie assumiptionisrmethodologies, moidels, analyses and
conclu~sions reached in the 757 pages of the Exponent Report, However, we are concerned that if thle Oheories
postulated in the Exponent Report are indeed true, then there could be current implications for operatin
reactors at other NEll. Members, as well a.s FENOC's other PW~s.

In particular, Exponent's apparent position Is dial susceptible materias can have crack growth rates that are
significaninty higher than previously assumed and small through wall cracks can lead ~to high rates of erosion
and corrosion., Material susceptibility anid crack growth rates are one of (lie bases for the NRC's requirements
for nmonitorinig reactor coolant system uniden~tified leak rates during power operation, visual (bare metal)
inspections of reactor pressure vessel hieads during refueling outages, and periodic volumetric examination of
penetrations, If the thieories in the Exponent Report are correct, it could require reevaluation of. the adequacy
of these NRC 'requirements and die licensee programs Implementing them to enueta xesv
degradation of a reactor pressure vessel head or other components could not occur in less than one operating
cycle,

We recognize that thelfExponent Report wAvs prepared as part of an ongoing arbitration. ,At the sanme time,
however, we are concerned about the poissible consequences to the industry (as highlighted in the pr'evious
paragr-aph) that the report may cause..'We therefore think it is Important for NEIL's Members to knovy whethier
the opinions and conclusions set forth i'n the Exponent Report represent the position of FENOC wvith regard to
the cause and tinielinie of the danmage to the'Davis-Besse reactor pressure vessel head.

On ,e way of determining whether the Exponent Report represents FI3NOC's position, isto look at the actions.
taken at Davis-Besse, as wellbas filings that FENOC may have made,,or will make, with, he NRC as a resuth 'of
the Exponent Report, (Based on~ our search of the public records, we have not identified any such filing a.s of
today) NEIL has retained as consultants a number of former senior NIRC officials arnd obtained their input on
FENOC's reporting requiremnents, if any, in connection with the Exponent Report. ~We ha 've been informed
that, If FUNOC concurs with the conclusions in the Exponent Report that the prior root cause evaluation was In
error or was non-conservative, the root cause report would have to be revised and resubmitted to NRC an~d the
LER associated with the event would also need to be revised. In that regard. we note that the NRC's
Confirmatory Action Letter to Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station (CAL No. 3-02-00 1)"dated March 13, 2002
imposed six sets, of commitments FENOC had *to undertake prior to restart, including "determine the root
cause of the degradation arounid the RPV head penetrations." Because this item was closed out based on the
root cause reports submitted by FENOC (see, e.g., NRC letter dated September 19, 2003), we a 're advised thatFENOC would have to Inform the NRC if it now disagrees with the conclusions that formed the basis for

saifying one of the itemns of the CAL.
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'Before :deciding on what actions we should take with our other'Members about the safety concern discussed in
,this letter, we thought it prudent to contact you and request additional information on the actions that EEN&G
'has taken in response to'the opinion~s and conclusions in the Exponent Report. We therefore request that
FENQC answer the foflmoiing questions:~

1) llas FENOC prepared a Conditon Report andi entered the ~Exponent Report'into the Davis-Besse'
~Corrective Action Progranm for analysis?

2) Has FENOC evaluated the opinions and conclusions in theExponent Reportv with regard to what
potential rimpact there rnight be on the various reports anid ainalyses that were generated by FENOC to
support restart of Davis-Besse?

3) Has FENOC evaluated 'its reporting obligations to the NRC with regard to tie opinions nd conclusions
contained in the Exponent'Reprort, nd has FENOC contemplated, or is IFENOC contemplatling,
'submitting any reports to the NRC (such as a revised roo~t cusereport) based on the opinions and
conclusions in thei Exponent Report?

4) Has FENOC evaluated tie opinions and conclusions in the Elxponent Report for their potential'impact
on FElNOC's response to the NRC's February 11, 2003'Order L1-034009 with regard to the inspuction
plan for the refurbished' Midland reactor pressure vessel head that was installed at Davis-flcsse?.

5) Has FENOC e~valuated the opinions ad iconclusions in the Exponien[ Report for transportability to
~other systerrs and components at 'Davis-Bessethati contain Alloy 600 (such as die pre'ssurizer)?~

6) Is FENOC planning on sharing the opinions and conclusions in the, Exoen eport with the Institule'
~for Nuclear Power Operations, the tehnical committees or programs of the Nuclear Energy Institute
and the Electric Power Research Institute, or the various reactor owners' groups?

NEIL believes that FENOC's responses to the questions posed in' 6hi letter are important so that NEILcani have~
a better understaniding of whether the opinions and conclusions in the Exponent Report present a cu~rrent
safety concern for other NEIL Memb~ers and whether NELL should share the Information in the Exponent
Report with thie NEIL Membership for review. Understanding the response by FENOC to the Eponent Report~
will assist us in this regard,

This miatter wvill be a topic of sub~stantive discussion at lie upcoming NEIL Board meeting on March 9, 2007,
'We request that you respond before that time so that the Board can take such inforniaion into consideration.
in determlining fu~rther steps,s if any, that may be appropriate for NEIL or its Members.

I awalityour response, and if you jiave any quiestions about this~letter, pilease feel free togive mne a call.

David B. Ripsomn


