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From: Patricia Borchmann
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Cc: Donna Gilmore; Patricia Borchmann
Subject: Docket #15-IEPR-01 - General Scope - Expand to Coincide w/Comments by Donna Gilmore -

 www.sanonofresafety.org
Date: Friday, February 06, 2015 3:56:33 PM
Attachments: CEC-2014-IEPRUpdateCommentsDGilmore.pdf

Raquel Kravitz, and Danielle Mills - California Energy Commission (CEC)

Please extend my appreciation to California Energy Commission, for accepting public
 comments (through today), on this important and highly controversial 2014 Integrated energy
 Policy Report Update, regarding California's aging nuclear power plants, nuclear waste
 storage, and decommissioning.  

I would request that CEC to accept my personal recommendation, to fully respond to the
 technical comments, and specific recommendations submitted earlier today on this topic, by
 Donna Gilmore.   Additionally, since I strongly support the technical recommendations
 presented by Ms. Gilmore, allow me to  further request CEC to expand the General
 Scope defined for this project to coincide with the more precise parameters, which are
 described in her 3-page email attachment, which is also attached here.

Over the past 3 years, based on the extreme technical skills, and clear oral and written
 communication skills demonstrated by Donna Gilmore, I have been consistently impressed
 with her work.   I expect your staff and Commissioners will also find her comments are
 directly relevant, extremely thorough, logical, prompt, and credibly compelling.

With this new evidence submitted today by Donna Gilmore's file attachment,  CEC now is in a
 position to more fully refine the Commission's scope of work on this regionally significant
 project, in southern California.   

Besides this being a regionally significant project in California, the scope defined for this
 Update on CEC's 2014 Integrated Energy Policy Report will become of even greater
 importance, as a precedent- setting Decommissioning Case for California as a state, as well as
 a possible precedent in federal level Rulemaking(s), and NRC action(s) on SCE Edison
 (Licensee's) pending application(s) for Decommissioning Plans, PSDAR, Cost Estimates, and
 IFMP Fuel Management Plans.  

For the many public stakeholders in southern California (recent estimate in SCE Press Release
 of over 14 million within 50 miles of San Onofre SONGS 2 & 3), the rapid and streamlined
 permit sequencing, and exermptions sought by Licensee during the many year(s) of
 meeting(s) with Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), California Public Utilities
 Commission, and SCE's Community Engagement Panel (CEP) have become challenging to
 keep up with, and to continuously update ourselves on the complexities of permit processing
 through multiple agencies.  

Generally, there are many like myself, who have great concerns about short and long term
 public health and safety, regarding San Onofre SONGS 2 & 3 Decommissioning Plans, the
 current cask design inferiority selected by Licensee, and long term durability, reliability, and
 ongoing security/safety, and contingency planning gaps that are apparent.    Perhaps, I think
 that very few people in southern California have the time, or luxury to devote spending what
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TO: California Energy Commission     February 6, 2015 
 
RE: Docket # 15-IEPR-01 General/Scope 
 
The 2014 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update should address critical new information 
regarding California’s nuclear power plants, nuclear waste storage and decommissioning.   
 
Add requirements for dry cask storage systems  
Current CEC policy is to support expedited removal of spent nuclear fuel from overcrowded 
spent fuel pools into dry storage containers. However, the CEC is silent on the requirements of 
these containers.  Dry storage system requirements should be included in the IEPR. These 
systems should be maintainable and meet these minimum requirements. The current systems 
used in California do not meet these requirements. 


1. Ability to inspect metal for corrosion, cracks and other potential aging factors.  
2. Ability to repair to avoid replacing these $4 million dollar containers prematurely. 
3. Not subject to stress corrosion cracking 
4. Early warning monitoring system, prior to a radiation leak 
5. Continuous radiation monitoring 
6. Designed to last at least short-term (60 years), preferably long-term (160 years) 
7. Includes defense-in-depth (e.g., no single point of failure) 
8. Proven storage system, not experimental 
9. A documented in-place recovery plan, in case of container failure. 
10. Hardened on-site storage (e.g., store in reinforced concrete building) 


 
New information makes this IEPR nuclear update urgent and critical. 


 
NRC Decision on Continued On-Site Storage changes requirements. 
On August 26, 2014, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Final Rule for Continued 
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel at existing nuclear power facilities recognizes the containers used 
for storing spent nuclear fuel need to meet on-site storage requirements for short-term (60 years), 
long term (160) and indefinitely.   
 
The NRC has not completed their evaluation of existing canister designs to meet new on-site 
storage requirements.   
 
Existing Containers Do Not Meet Minimum Requirements. 
Southern California Edison plans to spend almost $1.3 billon of limited decommissioning funds 
for a dry storage system that does not meet the above minimum requirements, in spite of new 
information that makes it clear these canisters may fail premature and do not have an adequate 
aging management plan. 
 
All California nuclear power facilities use thin canisters (1/2” to 5/8” thick) made from 304, 
304L, 316 or 316L stainless steel.  They were not designed for longer term storage. Aging 
management is not built-in and adequate aging management does not exist. 
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The leading technology used in most of the rest of the world is thick metal casks (approximately 
9” to 20” thick) that meet the above requirements for storage and for transport and that have been 
in service over 40 years without appreciable degradation. The thin steel canister technology is an 
immature technology. Canisters at San Onofre were first loaded in October 2003. 
 
This issue is even more urgent based on new information from a January 2014 partial inspection 
of two Diablo Canyon canisters. One of the canisters has all the conditions for chloride induced 
stress corrosion cracking (CISCC) after only two years of service, due to California’s marine salt 
air.   
 
The NRC thought this would not happen for at least 30 years. They thought the temperature of 
the canisters would be too high for salts to dissolve on the canister, creating the conditions for 
cracking. They were wrong.  
 
Also, the NRC states that once cracks initiate, it will take at least 16 years for cracks to go 
through-wall. They plan to allow cracks up to 75% through-wall before the canister must be 
taken out of service.   
 
However, there is currently no technology to inspect for corrosion and cracks in thin canisters 
filled with spent nuclear fuel. The NRC is giving the canister vendors 5 years to try to develop 
something.  However, this will be imperfect, at best, given the requirement the thin steel 
canisters must remain inside the concrete overpacks/casks during the inspections (due to lack of 
gamma and neutron protection from the thin canisters).  Inspecting for stress corrosion cracks is 
an inaccurate science even without this limitation. 
 
It appears from the 2013 IPER (Chapter 6, page 205), current CEC nuclear storage policy was 
based at least partially on the National Academy of Sciences conclusions from the report Safety 
and Security of Commercial Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage: Public Report (2006). While I am in 
agreement with expedited removal of fuel from the overcrowded spent fuel pools, the IPER is 
silent on the requirements the dry cask system must meet.  The 2006 NAS report does not 
provide sufficient detail on that issue and may not have had the information regarding the need 
for continued on-site storage or current information on stress corrosion cracking of thin steel 
storage canisters. 
 
Decommissioning recommendations: evaluate long-term storage impacts. 
The 2013 IPER (page 226) recommends that the CPUC require expedited transfer of spent fuel 
assemblies from wet pools to dry cask storage be included in the decommissioning process and 
the costs of this expedited removal be included in decommissioning funds before license renewal 
funding is granted.  This does not address funding for the new NRC Continued Storage ruling for 
Diablo Canyon or for California’s decommissioning nuclear plants (San Onofre, Humboldt Bay 
and Rancho Seco). The policy recommendations should be changed to require evaluation of the 
long-term impacts and costs of continued on-site storage. This should address cost and other 
impacts of replacement storage systems, maintainability requirements, preparation of a 
cost/benefit analysis of all storage options, and a continuation of emergency planning.  Currently, 
decommissioned plants are allowed to destroy expensive spent fuel pools (the only current 
method to replace defective canisters) and to eliminate all emergency planning, funding and off-
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site notifications of a radiation release. See recent December 2014 NRC decision on Humboldt 
Bay.  
The 2013 IPER (page 209 and 210) address nuclear liability coverage and other compensations 
available in case of nuclear radiation damage.  This needs to be reevaluated in light of the NRC 
decision for continued on-site storage. 
 
References 
 
Diablo Canyon: conditions for stress corrosion cracking in 2 years. D. Gilmore, 10/23/2014 
https://sanonofresafety.files.wordpress.com/2011/11/diablocanyonscc-2014-10-23.pdf 
 
Reasons to buy thick nuclear waste dry storage casks and myths about nuclear waste dry storage,  
D. Gilmore 1/20/2015 
https://sanonofresafety.files.wordpress.com/2011/11/reasonstobuythickcasks2015-01-30.pdf 
 
Comments to NRC Docket ID NRC-2014-0223 regarding Southern California Edison Company; 
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3; Post-Shutdown Decommissioning 
Activities Report, D. Gilmore, 12/22/2014 
https://sanonofresafety.files.wordpress.com/2011/11/docketnrc-2014-0223commentsdonnagilmore.pdf 
 
Response to CPUC regarding San Onofre Decommissioning Plan and Costs (A1412007), D. Gilmore, 
1/9/2015 
https://sanonofresafety.files.wordpress.com/2011/11/a1412007-donna-gilmores-response-to-joint-
application-pdf-a.pdf 
 
San Onofre Dry Cask Storage Issues, D. Gilmore, 9/23/2014 
https://sanonofresafety.files.wordpress.com/2011/11/drycaskstorageissues2014-09-23.pdf 
 
Chloride stress corrosion cracking in austenitic stainless steel, Assessing susceptibility and structural 
integrity, UK, Health and Safety Laboratory for the Health and Safety Executive, 2011  R Parrott, et. al. 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/research/rrpdf/rr902.pdf 
 
Summary of August 5, 2014, NRC Public Meeting with the Nuclear Energy Institute on Chloride 
Induced Stress Corrosion Cracking Regulatory Issue Resolution Protocol 
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1425/ML14258A081.pdf 
 
Chloride-Induced Stress Corrosion Cracking Tests and Example Aging Management Program, NRC,  
Darrell S. Dunn, August 5, 2014 
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1425/ML14258A082.pdf 
 
Additional documentation available upon request. 
 
 
Donna Gilmore 
SanOnofreSafety.org 
San Clemente, CA 92672 
dgilmore@cox.net 
949-204-7794 
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 little free time we have to educate ourselves with these rapidly changing circumstances,
 surprises, and highly technical materials.   Additionally, I think most media sources have been
 spoon fed most technical material(s) prepared, and presented by the Licensee, to reflect their
 over-simplified arguments of system robustness, defense in depth philosophies, and highly
 trained operations staff, who routinely practice mock drills.   

I think it's time the media started providing the kind of real-time coverage, and exposure on
 the 'fluid' dynamics of complex permit sequences by multiple agencies at federal, state,
 regional, county, and local level(s) necessary to be applied at San Onofre.  Public
 Stakeholders in California deserve nothing less than application of the very best practices, and
 best possible cask design and technology.  

Thank you in advance.  If you have questions, call at 760 294 8814.   
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TO: California Energy Commission     February 6, 2015 
 
RE: Docket # 15-IEPR-01 General/Scope 
 
The 2014 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update should address critical new information 
regarding California’s nuclear power plants, nuclear waste storage and decommissioning.   
 
Add requirements for dry cask storage systems  
Current CEC policy is to support expedited removal of spent nuclear fuel from overcrowded 
spent fuel pools into dry storage containers. However, the CEC is silent on the requirements of 
these containers.  Dry storage system requirements should be included in the IEPR. These 
systems should be maintainable and meet these minimum requirements. The current systems 
used in California do not meet these requirements. 

1. Ability to inspect metal for corrosion, cracks and other potential aging factors.  
2. Ability to repair to avoid replacing these $4 million dollar containers prematurely. 
3. Not subject to stress corrosion cracking 
4. Early warning monitoring system, prior to a radiation leak 
5. Continuous radiation monitoring 
6. Designed to last at least short-term (60 years), preferably long-term (160 years) 
7. Includes defense-in-depth (e.g., no single point of failure) 
8. Proven storage system, not experimental 
9. A documented in-place recovery plan, in case of container failure. 
10. Hardened on-site storage (e.g., store in reinforced concrete building) 

 
New information makes this IEPR nuclear update urgent and critical. 

 
NRC Decision on Continued On-Site Storage changes requirements. 
On August 26, 2014, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Final Rule for Continued 
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel at existing nuclear power facilities recognizes the containers used 
for storing spent nuclear fuel need to meet on-site storage requirements for short-term (60 years), 
long term (160) and indefinitely.   
 
The NRC has not completed their evaluation of existing canister designs to meet new on-site 
storage requirements.   
 
Existing Containers Do Not Meet Minimum Requirements. 
Southern California Edison plans to spend almost $1.3 billon of limited decommissioning funds 
for a dry storage system that does not meet the above minimum requirements, in spite of new 
information that makes it clear these canisters may fail premature and do not have an adequate 
aging management plan. 
 
All California nuclear power facilities use thin canisters (1/2” to 5/8” thick) made from 304, 
304L, 316 or 316L stainless steel.  They were not designed for longer term storage. Aging 
management is not built-in and adequate aging management does not exist. 
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The leading technology used in most of the rest of the world is thick metal casks (approximately 
9” to 20” thick) that meet the above requirements for storage and for transport and that have been 
in service over 40 years without appreciable degradation. The thin steel canister technology is an 
immature technology. Canisters at San Onofre were first loaded in October 2003. 
 
This issue is even more urgent based on new information from a January 2014 partial inspection 
of two Diablo Canyon canisters. One of the canisters has all the conditions for chloride induced 
stress corrosion cracking (CISCC) after only two years of service, due to California’s marine salt 
air.   
 
The NRC thought this would not happen for at least 30 years. They thought the temperature of 
the canisters would be too high for salts to dissolve on the canister, creating the conditions for 
cracking. They were wrong.  
 
Also, the NRC states that once cracks initiate, it will take at least 16 years for cracks to go 
through-wall. They plan to allow cracks up to 75% through-wall before the canister must be 
taken out of service.   
 
However, there is currently no technology to inspect for corrosion and cracks in thin canisters 
filled with spent nuclear fuel. The NRC is giving the canister vendors 5 years to try to develop 
something.  However, this will be imperfect, at best, given the requirement the thin steel 
canisters must remain inside the concrete overpacks/casks during the inspections (due to lack of 
gamma and neutron protection from the thin canisters).  Inspecting for stress corrosion cracks is 
an inaccurate science even without this limitation. 
 
It appears from the 2013 IPER (Chapter 6, page 205), current CEC nuclear storage policy was 
based at least partially on the National Academy of Sciences conclusions from the report Safety 
and Security of Commercial Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage: Public Report (2006). While I am in 
agreement with expedited removal of fuel from the overcrowded spent fuel pools, the IPER is 
silent on the requirements the dry cask system must meet.  The 2006 NAS report does not 
provide sufficient detail on that issue and may not have had the information regarding the need 
for continued on-site storage or current information on stress corrosion cracking of thin steel 
storage canisters. 
 
Decommissioning recommendations: evaluate long-term storage impacts. 
The 2013 IPER (page 226) recommends that the CPUC require expedited transfer of spent fuel 
assemblies from wet pools to dry cask storage be included in the decommissioning process and 
the costs of this expedited removal be included in decommissioning funds before license renewal 
funding is granted.  This does not address funding for the new NRC Continued Storage ruling for 
Diablo Canyon or for California’s decommissioning nuclear plants (San Onofre, Humboldt Bay 
and Rancho Seco). The policy recommendations should be changed to require evaluation of the 
long-term impacts and costs of continued on-site storage. This should address cost and other 
impacts of replacement storage systems, maintainability requirements, preparation of a 
cost/benefit analysis of all storage options, and a continuation of emergency planning.  Currently, 
decommissioned plants are allowed to destroy expensive spent fuel pools (the only current 
method to replace defective canisters) and to eliminate all emergency planning, funding and off-
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site notifications of a radiation release. See recent December 2014 NRC decision on Humboldt 
Bay.  
The 2013 IPER (page 209 and 210) address nuclear liability coverage and other compensations 
available in case of nuclear radiation damage.  This needs to be reevaluated in light of the NRC 
decision for continued on-site storage. 
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