ELECTRIC POWER
RESEARCH INSTITUTE

(g ]|

2009-222 BWR Vessel & Internals Project (BWRVIP)

July 27, 2009

Document Control Desk

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852

Attention:  Michael McCoppin

Subject: Project No. 704 - Transmittal of Revised BWRVIP Comments on NRC Draft Safety
Evaluation on Treatment of Non-Destructive Examination Flaw Sizing Uncertainty

References: 1. Letter from Rick Libra (BWRVIP Chairman) to Document Control Desk (NRC),

“BWRVIP Comments on NRC Draft Safety Evaluation on Treatment of Non-
Destructive Examination Flaw Sizing Uncertainty,” dated March 3, 2009.

2. Letter from Stacey L. Rosenberg (NRC) to Rick Libra (BWRVIP Chairman),
“Draft Safety Evaluation (SE) for Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)
Boiling Water Reactor (BWR) Vessel and Internals Project (BWRVIP) on
Treatment of Non-Destructive Examination (NDE) Flaw Sizing Uncertainty as’
Related to BWRVIP Topical Reports (TRs) — Open Item (OI) — Generic BWRVIP
Issues (BWRVIP-63) (TAC NO. MD9656),” dated December 29, 2008.

This letter supersedes the BWRVIP comments on the NRC draft Safety Evaluation on treatment
of non-destructive examination flaw sizing uncertainty that were transmitted to the NRC by the
Reference 1 BWRVIP letter identified above. The enclosed comments are identical to those in
Reference 1 except that in Attachment 1, Section 5, second paragraph, the word “qualitative” has
been replaced with “quantitative.”

This letter responds to the request in the NRC letter identified above (Reference 2) for the
BWRVIP to comment on any factual errors or clarity concerns contained in the draft Safety
Evaluation (SE) transmitted to the BWRVIP by that NRC letter.”

Attachment 1 to this letter provides BWRVIP comments and clarity concerns regarding the
subject draft SE. Due to the long time period over which this NDE uncertainty issue has been
addressed and the numerous communications between the NRC staff and the BWRVIP, Section 1
of Attachment 1 contains background and historical information to put the BWRVIP comments
and concerns in proper perspective. The key BWRVIP conclusions are in Section 5 of
Attachment 1. The BWRVIP considers these comments and concerns to be significant and we
look forward to continuing to work with the NRC staff to reach a mutually satisfactory resolution.

Together . . . Shaping the Future of Electricity
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Please note that the enclosed Attachments 1 and 2 contain proprietary information. A letter
requesting that the information in Attachments 1 and 2 be withheld from public disclosure and an
affidavit describing the basis for withholding this information are provided as Attachment 3. All
the proprietary information in Attachments 1 and 2 are considered “trade secrets” in accordance
with 10CFR2.390(a)(4).

If you have any questions on this subject please contact Chuck Wirtz (FirstEnergy, BWRVIP
Integration Committee Technical Chairman) by telephone at 440.280.7665 or by e-mail at
cjwirtz@firstenergycorp.com.

Sincerely,

M 1/\/&!—&
Rick Libra

Exelon
Chairman, BWR Vessel and Internals Project

¢:  Matthew Mitchell, NRC
Simon Sheng, NRC
Chuck Wirtz, FirstEnergy
Randy Stark, EPRI
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Attachment 1

BWRVIP Comments and Clarity Concerns Regarding Draft NRC Safety Evaluation on
Treatment of Non-Destructive Examination Flaw Sizing Uncertainty

1. Background

Since the issuance of the initial BWRVIP core shroud inspection and flaw evaluation guidelines
(BWRVIP-01) in 1994, flaw evaluations required non-destructive examination (NDE)
uncertainty to be added to all flaws. The BWRVIP considered this to be conservative because at
that time industry lacked robust inspection methods and implementation experience for BWR
internals. Since that time, demonstrations of inspection techniques have been performed and
documented in BWRVIP-03 (RPV and Internals Examination Guidelines) which has been
updated yearly since 1995. A root-mean-square (RMS) calculation was performed to define
uncertainty values for each component-specific demonstration. For ultrasonic (UT)
examinations, the initial uncertainty value for depth sizing was the depth sizing RMS error
identified in BWRVIP-03. The uncertainty value for length sizing was the length sizing RMS
error identified in BWRVIP-03 divided by two (this length sizing uncertainty value was added to
each end of the flaw).
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The issue of including NDE uncertainty in flaw evaluations arose with NRC review of
BWRVIP-63 (Shroud Vertical Weld Inspection and Evaluation Guidelines) which was submitted
to the NRC in 1999. Page 3-1 of BWRVIP-63 states “NDE uncertainty does not need to be
considered since it is adequately covered by conservatisms in the flaw evaluation methods.” The
basis for this conclusion was the large flaw tolerance of shroud vertical welds. The initial NRC
Safety Evaluation (SE) of BWRVIP-63 did not agree with this BWRVIP position and required
NDE uncertainty to be included in flaw evaluations. The BWRVIP response to this NRC
position was deferred and considered an open item in the final NRC SE of BWRVIP-63.

1.1 BWRYVIP Response to the Final NRC SE of BWRVIP-63

In BWRVIP letter 2002-289, “PROJECT NO. 704 -- BWRVIP Partial Response to the NRC
Final Safety Evaluation of BWRVIP-63,” dated October 22, 2002 the BWRVIP stated in part:

“The purpose of the BWRVIP demonstration activity is to ensure that the
uncertainties are small and are appropriately accounted for in the margins
that exist in the flaw evaluation procedures (code margins, crack growth
rates, etc.).

This approach is consistent with ASME Section XI rules for evaluation of
flaws detected and measured with NDE techniques. ASME Section XI
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rules have never required NDE uncertainty to be factored into the flaw
evaluation process. NDE uncertainty was accounted for in the margins
applied in the flaw analysis process.

The BWRVIP and the EPRI NDE Center have worked together to develop
the qualification process and have confirmed that the uncertainties for
demonstrated techniques are generally small. It has been the BWRVIP’s
contention that, except as defined below, the uncertainties do not warrant
any unique recognition in the analytical evaluation process. BWRVIP has
utilized “code methodologies and margins” in the flaw evaluation criteria.
As is the case with Section XI evaluations, sufficient conservatisms are
embedded in the methodology of the I&E guidelines to address inspection
capabilities. For these reasons it is reasonable to not require adding “NDE
uncertainty” to flaws for BWRVIP-scope components when appropriately
qualified techniques are used.

Therefore, in order to provide an objective standard to assure that NDE
results are evaluated properly, the BWRVIP proposes to require that the
ASME Section XI, Appendix VIII UT sizing criteria be satisfied.
Specifically, Appendix VIII states the following:

1. For UT depth sizing, the RMS value of the flaw depth
measurement errors experienced during the performance
demonstration must be equal to or less than 0.125 inches.

2. For UT length sizing, the RMS value of the flaw length
measurement errors experienced during the performance
demonstration must be equal to or less than 0.75 inches.

Appendix VIII does not provide measurement error criteria for visual or
eddy current techniques. To address this issue, the BWRVIP plans to
apply the same standard for visual examination and eddy current
uncertainty length sizing as Section XI requires for UT.

Therefore, the BWRVIP proposes the following criteria:
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As was stated earlier, this is completely consistent with Section XI. If the
NDE method is qualified to a sufficient level, any uncertainty is accounted
for in the flaw evaluation margins. It is not important what the method is,
but whether the size measured in the field can be considered sufficiently
accurate. For example, if the flaw measurement of concern is flaw length,
it does not matter whether that length is determined by UT, ET or VT,
provided the method used satisfies the 0.75 inches RMS criteria. In that
scenario the flaw analyst can have equivalent levels of confidence that the
result obtained is conservative. )

In addition to the fact that the proposed approach is consistent with
Section XI, the BWRVIP has imposed additional conservative
assumptions that provide added margins of safety. For example, cracks
detected using EVT-1 are assumed to be through-wall because the depth
cannot be determined. This is obviously conservative since field results to
date have identified no through-wall flaws in core shrouds. Additionally,
the BWRVIP I&E guidelines require conservative assumptions to be made
regarding the extent of cracking to be postulated in inaccessible regions of
the component when performing flaw evaluations. These conservative
assumptions along with the use of code margins and conservative crack
growth rates supports the BWRVIP contention that flaws sized with
techniques that satisfy the proposed criteria need no additional NDE
uncertainty added to the measured flaw size.

1.2 NRC Request for Additional Information — March 2003

The NRC transmitted a letter to the NRC entitled “Non-Destructive Examination Flaw Sizing
Uncertainty,” dated March 25, 2003 that requested that the BWRVIP provide the following:

e Evaluate the components which are covered by BWRVIP I&E
guidelines and which are, or may be, subject to volumetric
examination methods under the BWRVIP programs. Identify a
component (e.g., core spray piping/header) which generally exhibits a
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lesser degree of “flaw tolerance” (i.e., one for which the flaw size
which would lead to structural factors not being met is relatively
small). Provide an evaluation which demonstrates the structural
factors which would be maintained if the predetermined maximum
value established for volumetric examination NDE flaw sizing
uncertainty were added to the largest flaw (without NDE flaw sizing
uncertainty) which would just meet the flaw evaluation structural
factors.

e Evaluate the components which are covered by BWRVIP I&E
guidelines and which are, or may be, subject to surface examination
methods under the BWRVIP programs. Identify a component (e.g.,
core should vertical welds) which generally exhibits a lesser degree of
“flaw tolerance” (i.e., one for which the flaw size which would lead to
structural factors not being met is relatively small). Provide an
evaluation which demonstrates the structural factors which would be
maintained if the predetermined maximum value established for
surface examination NDE flaw sizing uncertainty were added to the
largest flaw (without NDE flaw sizing uncertainty) which would just
meet the flaw evaluation structural factors.

o In light of the observed structural factor reductions from items a. and
b. above, discuss the various conservative assumptions (e.g., use of a
bounding crack growth rate, lower bound material properties, etc.)
which are included in BWRVIP I&E flaw evaluation guidelines.
Discuss how these conservatisms support the conclusion that the affect
of excluding the predetermined maximum value established for NDE
flaw sizing uncertainty is insignificant in the overall flaw evaluation
process.

1.3 November 3-4, 2003 BWRVIP/NRC Meeting

The BWRVIP met with the NRC staff on November 3-4, 2003 to discuss the topic of NDE
uncertainty. The BWRVIP presented an update on the assessment of NDE uncertainty for the
core shroud, jet pump riser and core spray piping in response to the March 25, 2003 NRC request
for additional information. The core spray piping was shown to be less flaw tolerant than the
other components evaluated. The BWRVIP committed to develop treatment of NDE uncertainty
for core spray piping and other cylindrical components.

1.4 Final BWRVIP Position on NDE Uncertainty

The BWRVIP performed additional analyses and evaluations and transmitted the results to the
NRC by BWRVIP letter 2004-191 dated May 25, 2004. This transmittal was in response to the
March 25, 2003 NRC letter and to the discussions held on November 3-4, 2003. As part of that
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transmittal, the BWRVIP presented results showing structural factors for core spray piping
utilizing different NDE uncertainty assumptions. Enclosed Figures 10 and 16 from the

May 25, 2004 transmittal show structural factors using NDE uncertainties of 0.75 inches and 2%
of circumference, respectively. Based on these results, the BWRVIP position on NDE
uncertainty was revised to include an additional element as described below (the additional
element is in bold type):
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Based on the analysis provided in the May 25, 2005 transmittal, the BWRVIP concluded that the
revised position is a conservative treatment of NDE uncertainty for the evaluation of flaws in
BWR internal components.

2. Specific BWRVIP Comments on the Draft SE

2.1 In the last sentence of Section 2.1 of the draft SE, it states that the BWRVIP’s proposed
NDE uncertainty must consider the NRC staff position established in the SE for
BWRVIP-03, Revision 6, dated June 30, 2008. The subject SE found the NDE
methodologies employed by the BWRVIP in accordance with BWRVIP-03 to be
acceptable without limitation and conditions. As such, the SE for BWRVIP-03 should
have no negative bearing on the BWRVIP’s proposed NDE uncertainty.

2.2 The draft SE recognizes that an ASME Code, Section XI flaw evaluation does not require
adding NDE uncertainty to characterize flaw size, instead relying on conservatism in its
evaluation methodologies and the specified structural factors (SFs) to address NDE
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uncertainty. As documented in the various NRC approved Inspection and Evaluation
Guidelines for BWR vessel internal components, the flaw evaluation methodologies and
specified structural factors are consistent with the rules of ASME Section XI and include
additional conservatism beyond that specified by the ASME Code. Based on this and the
fact that core shrouds are very flaw tolerant, the NRC accepts the BWRVIP proposed use
of NDE uncertainty for UT, VT, and ET for core shroud examinations. However, in the
last sentence of Section 2.2.2 of the draft SE the NRC states that the staff does not accept
the BWRVIP proposed criterion for UT length sizing uncertainty for internal core spray
piping and other internals with similar flaw tolerance trends. ASME Section XI NDE
examinations also cover a wide range of components with varying degrees of flaw
tolerance. Thus, based on comparison to ASME Section XI flaw evaluation criteria, the
BWRVIP proposed criteria for NDE uncertainty should be acceptable.

The last paragraph of Section 2.2.3 of the draft SE references the additional BWRVIP
criterion regarding UT or VT/ET length sizing of cylindrical piping components and
states that the response was acceptable. This conflicts with Section 3.0, Limitations and
Conditions, item 1, which states that the BWRVIP NDE uncertainty criteria can not be
applied unless certain conditions are met.

The last sentence of the first excerpt of the BWRVIP-03, Revision 6, SE that is given in
Section 2.2.4 states, “The BWRVIP program leaves to the licensees the responsibility of
determining the effects a detected crack has on structural integrity.” The BWRVIP
acknowledges that this is a direct quote from the BWRVIP-03 SE, but requests that this
sentence be struck from this SE as the statement is incorrect. Licensees are required to
follow the flaw evaluation methods that are given in the applicable BWRVIP Inspection
and Evaluation Guidelines (most of which are NRC approved and all use methods
consistent with the rules of ASME Section XI). During a January 22, 2009
teleconference with the NRC to discuss the draft SE, the NRC staff agreed to remove this
statement from the SE.

In the last paragraph of Section 2.2.4 of the draft SE, it states, “Although the June 30,

2008 SE determined that the reliability of the BWRVIP-03 RMS values is less than the

reliability of the RMS values developed from blind performance demonstrations ....”
The use of the word “determined” is imprecise. In the BWRVIP-03 SE, the NRC did not
“determine” the difference in the non-blind versus blind RMS values, rather the NRC
simply stated that they were “considered” to be less reliable.

Item (1) in the last sentence of Section 2.2.4 states: “the determination is only
qualitative.” It is not clear what “determination” is being referenced. The tie between
this statement and the acceptance of the BWRVIP position on NDE uncertainty for core
shrouds and recirculation riser welds is unclear and needs to be clarified in the final SE.

Section 3.0, Limitations and Conditions, of the draft SE states that the proposed
BWRVIP NDE uncertainty criteria cannot be applied to internal core spray piping welds
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unless the applicant has plant-specific, quantitative information to appropriately address
the NRC staff concerns on BWRVIP NDE quoted in Section 2.2.4. It is unclear what
would constitute the “quantitative” assessment that the NRC proposes. The BWRVIP
provides “quantitative” NDE uncertainty RMS sizing error values in BWRVIP-03 for
every technique demonstration that could be employed by a licensee. There is no
additional guidance regarding what this plant-specific, quantitative information should be
or what would be acceptable. This leaves the issue open-ended with no means to identify
acceptable closure. The BWRVIP believes this is an unnecessary burden on the licensee
with no improvement in safety of the component and thus is not warranted.

2.8  In Section 3.0, Limitations and Conditions, the first bullet of item 2 requires a sensitivity
study for all BWR vessel internals other than core shroud welds, recirculation riser welds,
and internal core spray piping welds. This request is unrealistic. There are literally
hundreds of components within the scope of BWR vessel internals examinations. They
include bolting, brackets, plate components, cast fittings, forged fittings, tack welds,
piping components, and other cylindrical components. The BWRVIP provided
sensitivity studies for 3 of the typical component geometries and agreed to apply an
additional criterion (i.e., add NDE uncertainty when the demonstrated RMS length sizing
error is greater than the lesser of 0.75” or 2% of the circumference) for all cylindrical
components since the sensitivity study for core spray internal piping found that it was less
flaw tolerant than the other components evaluated. Given this additional conservatism
and the other conservatism in the BWRVIP flaw evaluation methodologies (see Section 4
below) the BWRVIP does not believe it should be treated any differently than the NRC
treats those items within the scope of ASME Section XI examinations that are not
covered by blind demonstrations (e.g., all VT, surface, and ET examinations; and UT
examinations of components such as reactor vessel-to-flange welds, vessels less than 2”
in thickness, and pump and valve welds).

3. ASME Code Appendix VIII vs. BWRVIP RMS Comparison

Section 2.2.4 of the draft SE on NDE uncertainty quotes from the June 30, 2008 NRC SE on
BWRVIP-03, Revision 6, as follows:

“Because these RMS values were developed using non-blind
examinations, the reliability of RMS values is considered less than the
reliability of RMS values developed from blind performance
demonstrations developed per ASME Code, Section XI, Appendix VIIL.”

The NRC accepts sizing qualified to the ASME Code where RMS values are developed blind.
However, these RMS values are not published but NRC is comfortable knowing that there is a
range of sizing accuracy among the qualified techniques as long as it is bounded. For non-blind
examinations, the NRC draft SE states “...the reliability of RMS values is considered less...” but
no basis or justification for this conclusion is given. For example, there is no implication in the
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draft SE about how much less or why it is considered less or whether the degradation of
reliability is dependent on the component or technique.

The BWRVIP does not concur with the NRC position on RMS values as stated above.
BWRVIP UT examinations are typically automated, and in documenting the demonstrations,
each measurement is confirmed to have resulted from faithful application of the written
procedure. Further support of the BWRVIP position is provided in Attachment 2 and Reference
1 which provide a comparison of BWRVIP RMS values to ASME Code, Appendix VIII values.

Reference 1, Table 1, shows that the standard deviation value for length sizing errors in stainless
steel piping Appendix VIII demonstrations is 0.498 inches which equates to an RMS value of
0.4986 inches, or approximately 0.5 inches. Attachment 2 is information excerpted from
BWRVIP-03, Revision 10, for core spray piping demonstrations that shows the average RMS
value for length sizing error was 0.277 inches or approximately 0.3 inches. The comparison
shows that the average RMS value for length sizing error in the BWRVIP demonstrations (non-
blind) is approximately 0.2 inches better than the Appendix VIII demonstrations (blind).

The Appendix VIII demonstrations evaluated in Reference 1 included both automated and
manual exams, with a larger percentage of manual than automated. The BWRVIP
demonstrations involve automated exams and it is widely acknowledged that automated data
analysis is more accurate than manual. The Appendix VIII demonstrations involved a range of
pipe sizes and thicknesses that include mostly piping that was significantly thicker than BWR
internal core spray piping. Length sizing accuracy decreases with an increase in wall thickness
due to beam spread.

The comparison described above found that there was no significant difference between the blind
Appendix VIII and non-blind BWRVIP-03 RMS values for length sizing. Furthermore, ASME
Section XI VT, Surface, and ET examinations; and UT examinations of components such as
reactor vessel-to-flange welds, vessels less than 2” in thickness, and pump and valve welds are
all performed using procedures that do not require blind demonstrations and the NRC does not
require consideration of NDE uncertainty for these exams.

4. Additional BWRVIP Conservatisms

In addition to the items addressed above, there are additional conservatisms in the assumptions
and application of the BWRVIP flaw evaluation methods for cylindrical components including
the following:
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5. BWRVIP Conclusions on NRC Draft Safety Evaluation on Treatment of Non-Destructive
Examination Flaw Sizing Uncertainty

The BWRVIP asserts that the difference in the accuracy of the BWRVIP length sizing-compared
to Appendix VIII length sizing is not significant. The difference is attributable to the fact that
the BWRVIP demonstrations were automated and involve thinner piping than the average pipe
thickness for the Appendix VIII demonstrations. Thus, the comparison indicates that there is no
significant difference in the reliability of BWRVIP RMS values and the Appendix VIII RMS
values. Furthermore, any differences in the reliability would be offset by the additional
BWRYVIP conservatisms described in Section 3 above.

Considering the comments provided in Section 2.7 above, the BWRVIP believes that the
requirement to perform quantitative assessments of NDE uncertainty for all components other
than core shroud welds and recirculation riser pipe welds is not warranted.

Considering the comments provided in Section 2.8 above, the BWRVIP believes that the
requirement to perform a sensitivity study for all BWR vessel internals other than core shroud
welds, recirculation riser welds, and internal core spray piping welds is unwarranted.

In summary, the BWRVIP believes that the revised position on NDE uncertainty as described in
Section 1.4 above is a conservative treatment of NDE uncertainty for the evaluation of flaws in
BWR internal components and the final NRC SE on NDE flaw sizing uncertainty should reflect
that conclusion.

Reference 1:

F.L. Becker, C. Latiolais. Technical note “Experience with inspection qualifications for
austentitic piping,” Journal of Nuclear Engineering and Design 195 (2000): 227-232.
Elsevier Science S.A., Electric Power Research Institute, SMIRT 14, PCS 2, Lyon, France,
September 16, 1999, www.elsevier/locate/nucengdes.com
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Figure 10. Structural factor vs. Crack Length with and without UT Sizing Correction (Core Spray) for Non-Flux Welds
(Internal core spray pipe; normal/upset condition; 0.75 inch NDE uncertainty)
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Figure 16. Structural factor vs. Crack Length with and without UT Sizing Correction (Core Spray) for Flux Welds
(Internal core spray pipe; emergency/faulted condition; 2% circumference uncertainty factor)
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Attachment 3

CHRISTIAN B. LARSEN
Vice President and
Chief Nuclear Officer

July 24, 2009

Document Control Desk

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Subject: Request for Withholding of the following Proprietary Document:

BWRVIP Letter 2009-222. Dated July 27, 2009, from Rick Libra (BWRVIP Chairman) to
Document Control Desk (NRC), “Project No. 704 - Transmittal of Revised BWRVIP Comments
on NRC Draft Safety Evaluation on Treatment of Non-Destructive Examination Flaw Sizing
Uncertainty,” with attachments:
Attachment 1. “BWRVIP Comments and Clarity Concerns Regarding Draft NRC Safety
Evaluation on Treatment of Non-Destructive Examination Flaw Sizing Uncertainty”
Attachment 2: “BWRVIP Core Spray Piping Demonstration RMS Values”

To Whom It May Concern:

This is a request under 10 C.F.R. §2.390(a)(4) that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(“NRC”) withhold from public disclosure the information identified in the enclosed Affidavit
consisting of the proprietary information owned by Electric Power Research Institute, Inc.

(“EPRI”) identified above (the “Correspondence”). Proprietary and non-proprietary versions of
the Report and the Affidavit in support of this request are enclosed.

EPRI desires to disclose the Correspondence in confidence as a means of exchanging technical
information with the NRC. The Correspondence is not to be divulged to anyone outside of the
NRC or to any of its contractors, nor shall any copies be made of the Correspondence provided
herein. EPRI welcomes any discussions and/or questions relating to the information enclosed.

If you have any questions about the legal aspects of this request for withholding, please do not
hesitate to contact me at (650) 855-2329. Questions on the content of the Correspondence should
be directed to Randy Stark of EPRI at (650)855-2122.

Sincerely,

Together . . . Shaping the Future of Electricity

3420 Hillview Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94304-1338 USA e 650.855.2329 « Fax 650.855.8759 e cblarsen@epri.com
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AFFIDAVIT

RE: Request for Withholding of the Following Proprietary Document:

BWRVIP Letter 2009-222. Dated July 27, 2009, from Rick Libra (BWRVIP Chairman) to
Document Control Desk (NRC), “Project No. 704 - Transmittal of Revised BWRVIP
Comments on NRC Draft Safety Evaluation on Treatment of Non-Destructive Examination Flaw
Sizing Uncertainty,” with attachments:
Attachment 1: “BWRVIP Comments and Clarity Concerns Regarding Draft NRC Safety
Evaluation on Treatment of Non-Destructive Examination Flaw Sizing Uncertainty”’
Attachment 2: “BWRVIP Core Spray Piping Demonstration RMS Values”

I, CHRISTIAN B. LARSEN, being duly sworn, depose and state as follows:

I am a Vice President and the Chief Nuclear Officer of Electric Power Research Institute,
Inc. whose principal office is located at 3420 Hillview Avenue, Palo Alto, California (“EPRI”)
and I have been specifically delegated responsibility for the above-listed Correspondence that is
sought under this Affidavit to be withheld (the “Correspondence™). I am authorized to apply to
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) for the withholding of the Correspondence
on behalf of EPRI.

14

EPRI requests that the Correspondence be withheld from the public on the following
bases: :

Withholding Based Upon Privileged And Confidential Trade Secrets Or Commercial Or
Financial Information:

a. The Correspondence is owned by EPRI and has been held in confidence
by EPRI. All entities accepting copies of the Correspondence do so subject to written
agreements imposing an obligation upon the recipient to maintain the confidentiality of the
Correspondence. The Correspondence is disclosed only to parties who agree, in writing, to
preserve the confidentiality thereof.

b. EPRI considers the Correspondence and the proprietary information
contained therein (the “Proprietary Information™) to constitute trade secrets of EPRI. As such,
EPRI holds the Correspondence in confidence and disclosure thereof is strictly limited to
individuals and entities who have agreed, in writing, to maintain the confidentiality of the
Correspondence. EPRI made a substantial economic investment to develop the Correspondence,
and, by prohibiting public disclosure, EPRI derives an economic benefit in the form of licensing
royalties and other additional fees from the confidential nature of the Correspondence. If the




Correspondence and the Proprietary Information were publicly available to consultants and/or
other businesses providing services in the electric and/or nuclear power industry, they would be
able to use the Correspondence for their own commercial benefit and profit and without
expending the substantial economic resources required of EPRI to develop the Correspondence.

c. EPRI’s classification of the Correspondence and the Proprietary
Information as trade secrets is justified by the Uniform Trade Secrets Act which California
adopted in 1984 and a version of which has been adopted by over forty states. The California
Uniform Trade Secrets Act, California Civil Code §§3426 — 3426.11, defines a "trade secret" as
follows:

“’Trade secret’ means information, including a formula, pattern,
compilation, program device, method, technique, or process, that:

(1) Derives independent economic value, actual or potential, from
not being generally known to the public or to other persons who
can obtain economic value from its disclosure or use; and

(2) Is the subject of efforts that are reasonable under the
circumstances to maintain its secrecy.”

d. The Correspondence and the Proprietary Information contained therein are
not generally known or available to the public. EPRI developed the Correspondence only after
making a determination that the Proprietary Information was not available from public sources.
EPRI made a substantial investment of both money and employee hours in the development of
the Correspondence. EPRI was required to devote these resources and effort to derive the
Proprietary Information and the Correspondence. As a result of such effort and cost, both in
terms of dollars spent and dedicated employee time, the Report is highly valuable to EPRI.

€. A public disclosure of the Proprietary Information would be highly likely
to cause substantial harm to EPRI's competitive position and the ability of EPRI to license the
Proprietary Information both domestically and internationally. The Proprietary Information and
Correspondence can only be acquired and/or duplicated by others using an equivalent investment
of time and effort.

I have read the foregoing and the matters stated herein are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, information and belief. I make this affidavit under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the United States of America and under the laws of the State of California.



Executed at 3420 Hillview Avenue, Palo Alto, California being the premises and place of
business of Electric Power Research Institute, Inc.

July 24, 2009

e;%

Christian B. Larsen

State of California )

County of Santa Clara)
Subscribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me on this24#hday of Ju/ly _ , 209_?, by
Cé}’/st iAn B. Lassen « proved to me on the basis of satisfactory

evidence to be the person(s) who appeared before me.

Signature (Seal) () e N
7~ o

YORK HUANG &
cows ¢ 159674 5

SANTA CMRA County
My Comm. Exp. Juty 31, 2




