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General Comment

While simply a member of the general public, I am a machinist and metalworker, and it's plain that there were
some gross failings and attempts to circumvent the rules. First, Edison changes the designs, from capacities to
internal configurations to the materials, attempts to pass this on as 'like for like'. Then I read Mitsubishi's
analysis of the situation (a very good, and seemingly an honest review of the failures in the engineering process
they used) in which they admitted using engineering assumptions from their previous designs and not running
the fresh models or calculations, even if that which was contracted and supplied was not like their previous
designs. So I ask the NRC, 'What's the problem?"

Let Edison decide what to do with their pieces of junk. They chose to experiment, and it failed. They own it
through their attempts to evade the rules in an unseemly manner. They, their management, and their
stockholders should suffer the consequences for this. Do the public a favor, and be honest. Don't let them restart
San Onofre #2. It's the least you can do.
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