
FCynthia'Pederson - Exponent News ... ...- Pagei]

From: Eric Duncan
To: ExponentReportGroup
Date: Fri, Apr 13, 2007 2:31 PM
Subject: Exponent News

To all,

It has been a relatively quiet week, overall.

I have attached an e-mail forwarded to me from our PAO from a reporter from the Cleveland Plain Dealer
\\ that he received from a member of the public. Although the original e-mail from the member of the public

was not sent directly to the NRC, I think it would be worthwhile for you to be aware of, particularly for our
technical experts since it includes questions regarding the Exponent Report that we could hear again.

Eric.
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Dear Torm

lai•msending to you: f6r.,•u. information the copy of a letterlsent elirl iex today by Dai'id
Ripsoim to Gar-y Leidich. At Mrid? request, I am sending a copy to David Jenkins

. Suip4Lrey yours,

, -Cc: Ken :Mar.netby ..-ail.

* *1 John H-. O'Neit]
S .. .. D vid Jenkins (by . " m". l):
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17aW d l.: and First Clas s Mail

Mr. Gar' R. Leidich
President and Chief Nuclear Officer
FirstEnergy Nuclear Operating Company
76 South Main Street
AkrliiiOhio 44308

Re: Potential Safety Concern Arising From Exponent Failure Analysis kssociates and Altran
Solutions corporation, December 15, 2006 Report entitled `Review and Andaysis of tlie Davis-
Besse March 2002 Reactor Pressure Vessel Head Wastage Event"

Dca~r Garn

I am writing as a follow up to our telephone conversation earlier today. Under ordinary circumstances, I
would not be contacting )i youregarding matters associated with a pending claim. However, we identified a
potential safety conceri that has arisenout of ate finings iadeby Firstinergy NuclearOper-ating Company
('FRNOC") in thet arbitratioin wvith NEIL. on the Davis-Besse claimn. Thie matter has been discussed with NEIL.
Board members (two wth nuclear operating experience) andMit former senior NRC officials. Because the
cwncern has potential impact on Members other than FENOC, and because NEIL, as a mutual company, must
take into consideration the concerns of all its Members (not tomention potential underwriting risks for NE1IL
itself), ýitw•as agreed that I should contact you directly.

On December 15, 2006, FENOC, through its counsel, submitted to NEIL a report prepared by Exponent Failure
Analysis Associates and.Atran Solutions Corporation, entitled "Review and Aialysis of the Davis-Besse March
2002 Reactor Pressure Vessel Head Wastage Event" ("Exponent Report"). Thie Ex'ponent Report disagrees in a

uiiumber of ways with thie analysis presented in the Root Cauie Analysis Report untitled .Significait Degradation
of the Rieactor Pflreýssure Vessel head" (CR 2002-0891) that FENOC submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory
Comimissionr ("INRC"). As just two examrrples, the Exponenit Rep~ort states that the crack ggrowth rate was
sigrificantl'y higher than that stated in the Root Cause Reportand suggests higher metal removal rates under
certain thermral hydraulic conditions than that presented in the Root Cause Report.

indeed, in a number of places, the Exponent Report contains stateMrnents that directly call into question
FENOC's concusions in' the Root CauseReport (and other submissions by FENOC to the NRC) with regard to
the cause and Limeline of the damage to the Davis-Besse reactor pressure vessel head, A's an example, FENOC
stated on page 24 of the Root Cause Report (Aiugust 27, 20O2) that "the corrosion rate beganto increase
significantly starting at about I1 RFO [Apr1l 1998] and acted for a four year periodof tifime" in contrast, tbh
Exponent Report stated as follows:
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. "[wie have concludedth.0aiat the largewastge cavity fo i cddu'ring the: 3RFO inspecUon in March 2002
at Nozzle 3,cotild' have fornmed in as little as a few:weeks in the extreme of complete fluid cutting of
-thehead-" qnentReport at•21•4

0 1tj he developm-erit"'ofh1 a~rge :Ccrack iat'vi~is-Besse -Nozzle3 and the subsequent wastage cavity~
~developmnteiifccum'ýifrridihii mch' shortrtnefr' i meta iino as eor ocuc
Exponent Report at 4-1:, ̀ . ... tha . .e , c rprccl. ..

NEIL iha•not yet had timetioanalyzeiii detail'theaSSumptions, riiethdOl6ges; modls, analyses and (

conclusions reached in the 757 :pages of, th'Exponentic.port., .wever, we: are concerned that if the theories
postulated in the Exp:n:R•r•Report are indeed true, thenIihecCren culde currecht implications for Dperating
reaictors ' it other NEIL, Nembers, as'welI as FENOC'sohrWi

In particuialitLxpoinent's apparent position is that susceptible irate.lalsican have crack- growth rates that are
significantly high~er than previously assumned and small through 1'all t'rAcks clanlead to high rates of erosion
and corrosion. Material'susceptibility and crack growth rates are oine of tlie bases for~ the NRC's requirements.
for mo'nitoring reaictor cool ant sys 'tern' unidentified leak rates dluring power operaition, visual (bare metal)
inspections of reactor.pressure vessel'heads during refueling oul~ages, and periodic 'volunitric examination of
penetrations, If the tlieories•in the Exponenit Report are correct, it could require reevaluation of the adequacy
of these NRC requirermients and die licensee programs implementihg tiem to ensure diat excessive
degradation of a reactor pressure vesselihedor othier components could niot occur 'in less tihan one operating
cycle .

We recognize that thelExponent Report, ws prepared aspart of an ong-oing arbitration. At the same time,
however, we are concerned about the possible consequences toi the industry (as ligl•ighted in the previous
paragraph) that the report .ay cause. We therefore think it is Important for NEIL's Members to know "whehlier
the opinions and conclusions set forth in the Exponent Report represent the position of FENOC with regard to
the cause and timieline of the damage to the IIavis-Besse reactor pressure vessel head,

One way of determining whether the Exponent Report represents FENOC's position is to look at the actions
taken at Davis-Besse, as well as filings thai FENOC may have made, or will make, with the NRC as a result of
the Exponent Report. (Based on our search of the public records, we have not ideniified any such filing as of
today) NEIL has retainedias consultants a number of former senior NRC officials anid obtained their input on
FENIOC's reporting reqjuiremens if any, in connection with the Exponent Report. We have been informed
that, if FENOC concurs with the conclusions in the, Exponent Report that the prior root cause evaluation wa~s in
error or was non-conserivafive, thie root c~ause report would have to be revised and resubmitted to NRC and the
~LEH associated with thri event would also need 'to be revised. In that regard, we note thait the 'NRC's
Corifirmatory, Action L~etter to D~avis-Besse Nucloar Power Station -CAL-No.3"-02-0 )dtdMrh1,20
imposed six sets of commitmnents FENOC had4to undertak pror~t rsat , nldn 'determine th root

Ca~s ofthedegrdaton 'UnddieRPVhead penet~rations.", Iýecuse'Ahis itern (as closed out based on the
root case rports submitted by FENOC '(see, NEI, ~e tter-'dlitýd"'Sep'temiber 19; 2003), we are advised that.
FENOC would have to inform the: NRC' ifit now dis'.greesw eth. :. ... u.ions that!for.ned:..te basis for
.satisfying one of tie =t=nis of tle CUL.
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Before deciding on what actions we should~ ta'kew'ith o*ur o6th~e~r Mýemib'eri~abou~t the safety confcern discussed in
this letter, we thought it prudent toacon ct you'iand: iqu e idditidn•a ] inf6rm ation on theactions that FENOC
has taken in response todI the4~inion§ and conolkusions infl the Eponet tRepoi't: We therefore request that
FENQC answer the f6o~owng qu~estions:"

1) h1as FENO & pre pared atondiiio Z'- port and nee~ h E p n n ~ p r it l e vi-Besse

C~orrective Action Progr-amfo nlss

2) Has FENO Gxeval bated the 6p1ididos~and conclusions in the ;Exponent Report, with regard to what~
potential Iti)pac :thAere might be on the viaiious reporM. and riaalyses thal eegeeae by FEN'OC to
support rar~ti t avjs7Bfss&?~~ieae

3) Has FEjNO viate iL re p.r ~oAgationsto; the NRC withf~ are(f to the opinions and conclusions
contained in th&E [piornentR~t, a6d ,T.YN,0Qc~ontemp~lated, or is FENOC contremplating,
:submitting any reports to die, tR~uhasaeie ,oot-c Ause report) based on t~he opinions and
'conclusions in tbe Exponent Report?,:

4) Has FENOC evailua~ted the opinions and conclusions in he:fi'Exiponent Report for their potenitial impact
on IEN6C's response to the ISC's February 11, 2003 re i-3'( ihreadt heistto
plan for the refurbished Midland reacior pressure verse heIad0that wath regard ao theinspection

5) flas FENOC evaluated the opinions and conclusions in the xponent Report for transportability to
othier systems and components at DaV is-Besse that contain Alloy 600 (such as the pressurizer)?

6~) Is FENOC planning onl sharing th&e opin ioins 'anid conclusions in the Exponent Report with the Institute
for Nuclear Powver Operations, the techfi ical commidttees or programns of [fhe Nuclear Enlegy Institutie
and the Electric Power ReerhIsiue rbvarious reactor owners' groups?

NEIL believes that ENIOC's respionses to the questions ýposed in thils letter are important so that NEIL4 can have
a better unde drstand(ing of whether the opinions and conl'Cusions5 nifthe Lponent Report present a4 current
safety concern for othier NEIL Members Rhid whlether NEIL sho~ld share the information in the Exponent
Report with IIhe NEIL Membership for review.-Understanding the response by FENOC to the Expon~ent Report
wMll assist us in' this regard.

This matter w~ill be a topic of-sibstantive discussionr at the upcomhing NEIL B~oard mneeting on March 9, 2007,
We request that you respond before that time so that the Board cain take such information into consideration
in determining furthcr steps,' if any, that may be appropriate for- NEIL or its Members.

I awa~it your response, and if you have any questions about this letter, please feel free to, give mie a call.

Sincerely yours . .

David B. Ripsomn


